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Foreword

The essays presented in this volume suggest that, in the
foreseeable future, the spectrum of conflict will encompass war
in forms and on levels of intensity that render ineffectual
conventional means to resolve them. In many cases, the reasons
for a growing spectrum of conflict are directly related to the
ideological and civilizational factors present in rapidly
evolving cultures under the impact of internal and external
political, economic, and social forces.

For the Soviet Union such conflict takes the form of the
classical problem of disaffected minorities unable to satisfy
their demands for autonomy within a federated structure
without destroying the structure itself. On the other hand, in the
Far East the cultures that underlie Sinic societies are well
meshed with the state. The majority of Middle Eastern political
communities, founded on the Western concept of the
nation-state, coexist tenuously with a politicized religious
culture ready at any moment to wage war against them in the
name of extirpating their secular European roots.

Although Africa leads the world in the number of prolonged
struggles, there is little evidence that such conflicts are
motivated by the war-like African cultures. What most
prolonged conflicts in Africa share in common is the degree of
external intervention, whether such intervention comes in the
form of funds, weapons, training, refuge, or leadership. In the
contemporary era Latin American conflicts have been fueled by
external ideologies rather than by purely internal cultural
tensions. Negotiations, mediation, arbitration, and conciliation
have been the hallmark of Latin American foreign policy
initiatives for nearly two centuries.

As diverse as their approaches to the issue of culture and
conflict may be, the authors all agree on one important point:
that without basic research into the sociocultural causes of



strife, the understanding of what constitutes the spectrum of
conflict will fail to include the kinds of war that we may expect
to see in the foreseeable future. And this cannot help but affect
adversely the development of political and military means for
their solution.
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Preface

The nation-state is the concept from which the modern
Western political order has been constructed. This political
order accounts, in turn, for the particular ways countries relate
to each other, ideally under a regime of international law which,
by delimiting the boundaries between war and peace, has
established a theoretical and practical measure for the stability
of nations. Because these boundaries have been insti-
tutionalized by law, the modern Western political order has
evolved in an atmosphere of relative peace. At least such has
been the case until the latter part of this century. Under the
influence of the third-world independence movements and the
breakup of the communist monolith, the absolute validity of the
concept of the nation-state may have been reaffirmed for the
creation of durable political communities. Yet many European
countries still remain uncomfortable with the concept of the
nation-state as an organizing principle for the polis and have
reverted to older ethnic and religious ways of defining national
life. As a result, the boundaries determining war and peace
among peoples and between nations are becoming
progressively more fluid. It is a supreme historical irony that
the concept of the nation-state, with its demand that loyalty to
the state supersede loyalty to narrower ethnoreligous identities,
has been generalized to areas of the non-Western world where
the nation-state is sometimes an alien proposition but where
it, nevertheless, constitutes the basis for international
relationships.

The recognition that conflict may have more enduring roots
in ethnic and religious culture than in the quarrels of
nation-states over issues of relative standing in the international
political order has received its seminal treatment by Professor
Adda B. Bozeman in her article, “War and the Clash of Ideas.”
The essays of this volume expand Professor Bozeman’s thesis
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and attempting to pinpoint where peace ceases and war begins.
The results of the following research are as wide as they are
variable, but they add to a more comprehensive cultural
perspective on this important issue.

In his contribution Stephen Blank argues that since 1917 the
concept of the nation-state and its related notion of a stable,
legitimate international order has been under attack by the
Soviet Union. The perversion of the nation-state concept has
suited the Soviet need to lead a revolutionary international
movement upon which the USSR has founded its imperial claim
to world domination. Until Mikhail Gorbachev came to power,
this entailed the reconceptualization of international politics
and conflict to accommodate the idea of a militarized,
permanent “state of siege” between the USSR and the rest of
the world. The state of siege overlapped the cold war and
provided an ongoing threat to both the emerging nation-states
of the third world and to the spread of substate ethnic and
religious nationalisms, even within the Soviet Union itself.
Because the political future of Gorbachev’s initiatives may be
in doubt today, the possibility for further attacks on Western
political concepts is by no means exhausted.

Lewis Ware explores the evolution of an Islamic concept of
conflict by tracing the function of jihad—as a legal means of
accommodating the Muslim and non-Muslim worlds—from
earliest Islamic times to the latter days of political Islamism.
He finds that not only does the function of jihad change over
time according to the intensity of the historical exchanges
between West and East, but jihad also reflects the cultural views
toward war of the various peoples to whom Islam was
preached—but in ways that do not compromise the immutable
tenets of Islamic dogma and religious culture. Thus a tension
exists between the concept of perpetual conflict dictated by a
religious culture unaffected by time and the concept of conflict
as a relative phenomenon dependent on historical change. This
tension gives jihad its characteristic shape and provides the



environment for the contemporary struggles of political
Islamism with Western-inspired secular Muslim regimes.

In his essay Lawrence Grinter applies the two principal
Bozeman theses to China, Japan, and Vietnam: that the state,
with its Western legal characteristics and boundaries, has a
greatly reduced influence compared to culture in explaining the
causes and conduct of conflict in Sinic Asia; and that, unlike
Western societies in which force and violence are viewed as
aberrations, conflict in Sinic societies is viewed as politically
legitimate. Grinter first treats China, Japan, and Vietnam in
terms of their historical experience with internal and external
warfare and then examines the particular styles of war, the
historical security concerns, and the conflict goals of each
society.

Bynum Weathers’s article claims that Latin America has
accepted the concept of political and social integration under
the nation-state system. Latin American society is
homogeneously Christian where the clash of ideas has resulted
not from within, through cultural competition, but from exterior
sources. During the past century, Latin America has employed
measures for pacific settlement of disputes and has relied on
regional security organizations to avoid war. This has permitted
the strength of the nation-state to increase and leads to the
observation that political and economic rather than cultural
factors have been the primary cause of Latin American
conflicts.

Finally, Karl Magyar’s essay poses a number of questions
which address the particular challenges of studying African
conflicts in their cultural context. The primary challenge is that
of conflict definition: whereas social strife in developed
societies is frequently labeled “ethnic conflict” the same kind
of conflict in Africa is called “tribal warfare.” This somehow
connotes that Africa’s conflicts are not as “civilized” as ours.
Thus the paramount question regarding African conflict culture
concerns the reasons for its endemic violence. Magyar ponders
whether Africans are particularly prone to war and whether the
fundamental nature of their conflict culture has changed over
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history. The answers he gives consider the external impact of
Arab Islam, European Christianity, and the competitive
international economic environment on the continent’s many
cultures. He focuses especially on the problems of fragile
political units in their early consolidative stage of evolution.
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Introduction

War and the Clash of Ideas
by

Adda B. Bozeman*

“The War of All Against All” is the title of an analytical
review of papers that were published in the Journal of Conflict
Resolution from 1957 to 1968.! Within the protective covers of
these volumes, contributors contend for different causes; yet
the clash of their ideas is significantly muffled by basic accord
on two great issues. The scholars are at one, the reviewer notes,
in regarding international war as the category of central interest,
and they are united also in stressing conflict control rather than
conflict itself. Moreover, they are found to be nearly unanimous
in assuming that violence is something to be avoided if at all
possible, and in attaching connotations of illegitimacy to the
phrase “organized violence.”

Given these shared dispositions, it is not surprising to learn,
then, that arms control is a heavily favored research subject and
that the literature on this topic is pervaded by several common
impulses, among them the following: repugnance for

*Adda B. Bozeman is Professor of International Relations at Sarah Lawrence College and the
author of several studies of intercultural relations, among them Conflict in Africa (1976), The Future
of Law in a Multicultural World (1971), and Politics and Culture in International History
(1960).

Reprinted with permission from Orbis: A Journal of World Affairs 20, no. 1 (Spring 1976):
61-102. Published by the Foreign Policy Research Institute.
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“untraditional” methods of warfare or for weapons “which a
given nation has not yet had a chance either to arm itself with
or to develop counterweapons against™;? disdain for “sham
bargaining” and psychological warfare, the latter generally
being viewed as sneaky and immoral; the strong conviction that
humane-ness ought to be accepted as an important criterion in
the evaluation of weaponry; a deep commitment to the
distinction between “just” and “unjust” wars; and considerable
preoccupation with guilt and responsibility with regard to the
actual resort to violence or war.

The same exhaustive survey also instructs us that JCR
authors have not paid much attention to the relationship
between the cause of national survival, on the one hand, and
arms control, on the other, and that inquiries into the
antecedents of military aggression have been conspicuously
absent. In fact, the preferred time dimension has very definitely
been the present, amplified by strong overtones of futurist
concern. The historical approach is missing, and statistical
treatment is stressed; what is more, the data considered relevant
to such statistical processing are drawn almost exclusively from
American and European records. And finally, it appears that
findings by specialists in military science and strategy have
been seldom exploited.

Analogous trends have been found to dominate international
relations research. Chadwick Alger, in a research review
published in 1970, pointed out that concern with the causes of
war had given way to study of the causes of peace and the
construction of “alternate futures,” and that knowledge of the
destructive power of nuclear weapons had sparked a revival of
interest in disarmament and arms control. He also noted that the
peace research movement has been “international in
composition, being comprised mainly of North Americans and
Western Europeans,” that these participants have had high
value-commitments to the nonviolent solution of international
conflicts and have endeavored to do work with policy
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relevance, and that they have stressed “scientific work,”
including systematic data collection techniques and rigorous
methods of analysis. Here, however, as in the field of conflict
resolution, the demands of rigorous analysis can obviously be
satisfied without methodically utilizing data from non-Western
societies.

The processes of theory- and model-building that have been
perfected in recent years are certainly impressive, and so are
many of the actual mental constructions that have issued from
these labors. Yet it is questionable whether objective validity
can be claimed for much of this work, if only because it is
permeated by paradox. It is necessary, then, to note that most
scholarly architects profess to be value-neutral social scientists.
This is true even though they admit, directly or indirectly
through the medium of their accomplishments, that the major
motivation for their sustained efforts clearly originates in the
compelling force of their own feelings, impulses and values,
notably those that feed their hopes for, and images of, a peaceful
world society.

Now there is no reason why social scientists should not have
values; nor is there any reason that they should not be concerned
with the improvement of the lot of man. But in this case, we
discover that personal value preferences have not been checked
out objectively before they were judged to be appropriate
building blocks for theory. More important, perhaps, few
modern theorists in the fields of international relations or
conflict resolution have bothered to explore the value content
of conflict, war and violence. The configuration of the enemy
they profess to fight is thus not clearly rendered—a
circumstance that may explain why this “war against war” can
be perceived by others as a kind of shadowboxing. Indeed,
explicit definitions are missing for both war and peace, perhaps
because the ruling supposition is that the one is everywhere
known to be the opposite of the other, war being universally
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disclaimed as a thoroughly bad idea and peace being just as
generally accepted as mankind’s natural state and birthright.

The clash of ideas over how to control conflict, avoid war
and build the structures of peace seems to have proceeded in
the calm of an academic environment within which the clash of
arms and the clamor of war-affirming rhetoric are not readily
heard. Some future nonacademic parliament of man, however,
may well entertain the motion that these theorists fiddled while
nations burned. Whether an armed conflict today is classified
as an insurrection, a civil war, a war of national liberation, a
guerrilla war or a war-by-proxy, a UN war to preserve the
peace, an international socialist war to serve the cause of
revolution, or a traditional interstate war—and the lines of
differentiation are becoming increasingly blurred in response
precisely to the high incidence of violence and the steady
proliferation of types of warfare—the fact remains that the
post-1945 world can fairly be viewed as a conglomerate of
theaters of war, some self-contained and localized, others
contiguous and interdependent.

A simple inventory of bare and incontrovertible facts is
revealing: Irish groups seem bent on changing the political
order of the island by resort to indiscriminate violence;
relations between Israel and the Arab states and peoples have
been characterized from 1948 onward by warfare; factional,
national and international affairs in the Islamic Middle East
have been marked by bloody revolutions, armed interventions,
takeovers and ethnic uprisings; several North African Muslim
regimes have consistently warred against the non-Islamic
“ populations to their south; Africa south of the Sahara has been
convulsed by interstate and intertribal violence, civil wars,
coups d’état and political assassinations, as well as by military
and paramilitary activities on the part of anti-white liberation
armies and their Rhodesian and Portuguese opponents; Greeks
and Turks cannot resist fighting over Cyprus; the armies of the
Soviet Union have crushed numerous national uprisings among
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the allegedly sovereign states of Eastern Europe; India has
chosen force over available peaceful methods in order to
establish or retain her dominion over Hyderabad, parts of
Kashmir, Goa, Sikkim and such non-self-governing territories
as those occupied by the Naga hostiles; India and Pakistan have
not had any scruples about settling their conflicting claims and
interests on the field of battle; there would have been no
Bangladesh had there not been ruthless warfare; it was China’s
armed might that subdued Tibet and successfully asserted
control over the Paracel Islands; generations of Koreans have
known nothing but the actuality or the threat of civil and
international war; the destinies of all peoples in the vast
Southeast Asian region have long been molded by war, whether
in the form of armed uprisings and revolutions, jigsaw
movements of insurgency and counterinsurgency, belligerent
confrontations between neighbors, or military interventions by
great powers; terrorist organizations of one hue or another
operate freely throughout Latin America; the United States,
which is the academic center of the search for a warless world,
has not only warred against communist forces in Korea and
Indochina but is itself the troubled scene of terrorist activities
by self-styled liberation armies, urban guerrilla bands and other
violence-espousing groups.

War’s overwhelming and variegated presence would seem to
be at odds with some of the major assumptions relayed
explicitly or implicitly by leading theorists of international
relations and conflict resolution. Doubt may thus be cast on the
proposition that “international war,” the category of foremost
concern, can be convincingly extricated from the maze of other
types of warfare in which modern nations are enmeshed.
Likewise, and for the same reasons, it is questionable whether
;fdistinctions between combatants and noncombatants, or
between humane and inhumane weapons, can be maintained
effectively, or whether one can endorse the proposition that
clear-cut lines between aggression and defense (and thus
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between just and unjust wars) are always readily discernible.
Specialists in military science have closely studied just such
issues; however, as the aforementioned analyses suggest, their
findings do not seem to have had a vital impact on present
trends in political science, peace research, arms control or
conflict resolution.

Other incongruities between theory and reality are suggested
by the raw evidence of modern war and violence. A glance at
the embattled and conflict-ridden regions of Africa, Asia,
Latin America and parts of Europe leaves one with the strong
impression that human dispositions toward stress, violence and
death are by no means everywhere the same, and that basic
orientations toward war and peace are therefore greatly various
also. For example, nowhere outside North America and
Northern Europe does one encounter the overriding desire to
avoid armed conflict and to seek peaceful settlement of disputes
that leading peace-minded scholars in our society assume to be
generally present.

Furthermore, evidence is totally missing that recourse to
armed force evokes feelings of guilt and self-recrimination
among the intellectual elites of non-Western societies, or that
the high incidence of organized and unorganized violence
induces doubts about the appropriateness of ruling moral or
political systems. Indeed, the strife-filled records of the past
twenty-five years, together with the conflict-laden language so
often employed by spokesmen for African, Asian and
communist societies, point to the possibility that conflict and
violence may well be accepted in most areas outside the
Occidental world as normal incidents of life, legitimate tools of
government and foreign-policymaking, and morally sanctioned
courses of action.

Propositions such as these have not been thoroughly tested
in the laboratories of peace research, perhaps because they
relate, in the final analysis, to values; and values may resist the
kind of “rigorous analysis” that has been aimed at by scholars.
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At any rate, it is noteworthy that eminent theorists in the fields
here under review have refrained altogether from probing the
mental and psychocultural roots of war, that they have not been
much interested in the historical antecedents of actual conflict
situations, and that they have not thought of war as a complex
of possibly quite disparate, even irreconcilable, norms, values
and ideas. Just why these matters have not surfaced in the
mainstream of their investigations is in itself a significant
thematic motif in the clash of ideas detonated by modern
warfare, and as such it should be scrutinized before going any
further.

II

Several learned commentators on conflict and its resolution
have drawn attention to the fact that today’s scholars are uneasy
in the face of all, not merely armed, conflict. They are inclined
to view it negatively—as an unfortunate interruption of the
normal flow of social life, a failure in communication, an
unregulated and hence possibly illegitimate transaction, or an
aberration from patterns of rational behavior that should be and
can be reduced, transformed or eliminated because it is
situational rather than instrumental, pathological rather than
sane.* The exact norms, patterns and models against which
motives and actions are judged normal or abnormal are not
usually set out. The argument in almost every case appears to
be that they are generally known or, to put it differently, that
we are here in the presence of some universal givens that need
only be implied.

Moreover, and in striking contrast to scholars from an earlier
time (notably, Georg Simmel and Robert Mclver), conflict
today is generally not associated with sentiments, values or
psychic states of being. The stress is rather on concrete
struggles or overt episodes in which individuals or groups




contend for tangible rewards. Thus conceived in terms of
antagonistic poles representing two or more mutually
incompatible positions, conflict is suspect at the very start, for
it is presumed to spring from some kind of discord that could
have been avoided.

This neglect of psychological and intellectual factors in
situations of social stress seems to have attached itself almost
automatically to scholarly thought about those international
conflicts that fall short of military war, known in history as cold
wars or wars of nerves. Here again, the premise is widely
accepted today that clashes of ideas are somehow either
irrational departures from the ground rules of normal behavior
or ruses to cover up peace-defying policies. In either case it
seems to be supposed, particularly in so-called revisionist
academic circles, that the Cold War between this country and
the communist states was somehow officially initiated in much
the same way that hot wars have been declared, and that it could
therefore be called off by political authorities in an equally
expeditious manner. In other words, conflict is presented as a
willed event, rather than a process or relationship, perhaps in
deference to the controlling conviction that “war” and “peace”
are always absolutely polarized, mutually exclusive, strictly
factual conditions, and that total peace must naturally take over
when the fighting stops.

It is difficult to find precedents for this modern, chiefly
American orientation toward chronic international discord. The
history of Europe, which is very much a history of ideas, and
therefore also one of clashing ideas, is replete with such wars
of nerves. None has been more protracted or more richly
documented than the uneasy coexistence of Christian and
Muslim in the lands of the Mediterranean, for which
contemporary Spaniards coined the term guerra fria. This
early model of the clash of ideas in international relations has
obviously not been examined by today’s schools of peace and
conflict studies. Nor have they taken note of the unremitting,

XXII



politically and intellectually poignant collision of beliefs in
the minds of statesmen, scholars and ordinary citizens that
was set off by the French Revolution and continued unabated
long after the smoke had cleared. There is thus considerable
justification for describing this state of affairs as “the case of
the missing historian.” '

Explanations for the absence of this dimension of inquiry
may range from a lack of interest in history and doubt about its
relevance for future-directed peace research to the premonition
that rigorous historical research would not support some of the
theorists’ most favored visions. And, no doubt, they also
include the related inclination to treat each and every conflict
as a clearly discernible, and hence definable, factual
circumstance that can be undone as quickly and purposively as
it has been conjured up.

At any rate, few present-day specialists in conflict resolution
seem prepared to associate conflict with mobility and flux, or
to think of it as a process not always easily defined or arrested
by decisive action. Not many among them, then, would agree
with Jessie Bernard, who in 1949 argued that conflict may exist
in latent form for years before there is a formulation of issues,
a showdown or a crisis. Bernard believed that it is therefore a
mistake to limit our thinking about conflict to its overt phase;
we should instead accustom ourselves to think of conflict as
going on day in, day out in varying degrees of intensity, whether
the issues are clearly formulated or not.° Yet it is this
explication of social conflict, rather than the ultramodern one,
that can be translated convincingly into the language of
international relations to cover that indeterminate continuum of
“no war/no peace” commonly known as cold war.

Furthermore, as later sections of this paper suggest, the
Bernard concept comes close to explaining the types of
discord and disorder most commonly found in the local and
international affairs of non-Western societies. Finally, and
most important from the humanist’s perspective, it captures
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certain constant motifs in Occidental biography and history,
among them the proposition eloquently stated by Ortega y
Gasset in his meditations on Don Quixote, namely, that life is
uneasiness.

The discomfort experienced by many social scientists in the
presence of cross-national ideological strife is paralleled by
deep apprehension when their thought turns to what, in the
language of the trade, is known as international war. Analysts
of research trends in disarmament, arms control and peace
studies see this reaction as a function of their preoccupation
with the awesome specter of nuclear war.” This preoccupation
is understandable; but the fact remains, first of all, that millions
of lives have been extinguished since 1945 not by nuclear
weapons but by conventional arms employed in all manner of
warfare, terrorism and outright massacre and, second, that
political theorists are not nearly as troubled about these
actualities as they are about possible future horrors.

To justify their concern, analysts often point to the use of the
atomic bomb against Japan in World War II, and their argument
is usually heavily encumbered by an insistence on America’s
“guilt” *—an indictment, incidentally, that is seldom softened
by the reminder that conventional bombs had in fact visited
even greater devastation on some European cities during the
same war. Some of this literature thus leaves one with the
uncomfortable impression that the fear of that which may be,
and feelings of guilt over that which was, have come close to
paralyzing analysis of that which is.

Further reflections on the tangle of sentiments and
cerebrations in which so much of our supposedly value-neutral
work on war is imbedded confirm this impression. Thus we see
that today’s intense academic concern about the morality of
military operations was activated by the war in Indochina, and
not any other past or present war, and that ever since it has
expressed itself almost exclusively in revulsion against the
war-related policies of the United States and some of her allies.
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Nor has this massive volume of accumulated professorial
indignation been strained and sifted in an objective, methodical
manner 1n order to salvage those elements germane to theory.
In fact, there are indications that the opposite tendency is being
favored, in the sense that sentiment is being allowed to drift.
For now that the international war in Indochina is officially
terminated, and now that it is possible, in virtue of spellbinding
legal or moral fictions, to view military activities in Asia as
“unofficial” or “illegitimate,” scholarly offensives are directed
against noncommunist Asian governments, which continue to
be embattled.

A group of renowned American experts on East Asian
history, government and culture has thus felt justified, “in the
name of humanity and human rights,” to protest “the injustice
and the inhumanity” of certain judicial and administrative
measures that South Korea has taken against some of her
citizens.” Since similarly severe protests have not been lodged
against the dictatorships of North Korea, North Vietnam or the
People’s Republic of China, one can only conclude that some
private bias is at work here. In this case, as in others,10 the
“missing historian” is an important factor—particularly
puzzling here since the changes are formulated with the consent
of East Asian historians who must be presumed to know that
human rights and civil liberties are not part and parcel of
traditional administration in Korea, China or the states of
Southeast Asia.

The overwhelming presence of private sentiments and values
that one detects in war-related literature today does not favor
the refinement of ideas into reliable, universally applicable
theories about the place of war in human existence. Yet it is
definitely theory that students of international relations, war
and conflict want most fervently. Indeed, the search for this
type of intellectual certainty has been so ardent and compulsive
in recent decades that the nontheorist is left with the intriguing
image of war-weary troops of academics beating a hasty
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retreat—away from the unnerving uncertainty of life on the
fields of battle and back to the secure shelters of ideationally
perfect castles in the mind. But here the refugees are also faced
with most demanding problems. After all, social science theory
is best attained today if the number of variables is reduced as
starkly as possible and if only readily quantified data are
considered. Primary attention is therefore usually directed to
specific yet sufficiently simple events that can be counted,
compared and categorized with relative ease.

Is modern war susceptible to this kind of academic
processing? If it is true, as the UNESCO Charter states, that
“wars begin in the minds of men” and that “ignorance of each
other’s ways and lives has been a common cause . . . of that
suspicion and mistrust between peoples of the world through
which their differences have all too often broken into war,”
should it not follow that one must probe the minds of men in
search of all the images, beliefs, sensations, values, concepts
and modes of reasoning that relate to war?

The data thus collected would of course be infinitely various
as well as precarious—the kind not easily stored in data banks
as these are now constructed. For just how does one quantify
pride, prestige or prejudice, moral outrage, insistence on
survival, vanity and vengeance? What does one do with killing
in obedience-to spirits of the earth or living ancestors? Where
in the theoretician’s charts and models is there a place for hatred
of the enemy or love of country? Are tools available for a
rigorous analysis of self-discipline, cowardice, disaffection or
daring? And what are the criteria for an objective, transnational
comparison of human inclinations or capacities to inflict
violence and sustain war-induced uncertainty, suffering and
death? If we have no answers to questions such as these, should
we then assume that the meanings of war carried in the minds
of the Sudanese and the Bengalis, the Israelis and the Kurds,
the Arabs and the Poles, the Hutu and the Greeks are one and
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the same? Or would it be more prudent not to wonder what men
think of war and why they fight?

The latter course seems to be the favored response today in
that intense quest for generally valid norms and standards to
which priority is being attached. Ultimately, the challenge
implicit in the task of theory-building calls for the reduction
rather than the addition of variables; and on balance one can
say that this challenge has been met. It may well be that the
decision to overlook sentiments, beliefs and values—in short,
the intangibles that resist quantification—explains why
international conflict, including war, is now being treated by so
many theorists as a special case of social conflict whose
paradigm is economic conflict, the category most amenable to
data-processing techniques. This choice of emphasis, again,
can be traced to the simple but ruling supposition that the norm
for the organization of all societies is the modern industrial
society of the West, and that the typical human being is
therefore rightly envisaged as a man functioning rationally in
such an economic environment.

In this kind of theoretical scheme, Hans Morgenthau
explains, nations confront each other not as living historic
entities, with all their complexities, but as rational abstractions
after the model of “economic man”—playing games of military
and diplomatic chess according to a rational calculus that exists
nowhere but in the theoretician’s mind.'! Nor is it surprising,
in light of such pervasive assumptions, that past and present
data from non-Western societies have not been analyzed on
their intrinsic merits and that a recent volume containing no
substantive references to non-American or non-European
manifestations of human conflict could yet be entitled The
Nature of Human Conflict."?

This strong trend to constrict the frames of inquiry for the
study of modern war has been reinforced in recent years by the
steady impact of other firmly held beliefs: trust in the territorial,
democratic nation-state as the prototype for political
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association everywhere on earth; trust, therefore, in the
existence of an organizationally unified world society of
essentially equal and analogous political units; and trust in the
compelling logic and validity of laws of interstate behavior that
assign authoritative meanings to all transactions regarding
peace, war, neutrality and conflict resolution.

Now, these propositions have had a rather brief and
geographically restricted history. They matured in Europe from
about 1648 onward in the vortex, it is interesting to note, of
almost continuous war. But there, under the auspices of what
later became known as the “modern European states system,”
they did not carry the fixed, exclusive connotations assigned to
them today. International history instructs us, too, that our
modern, systematized approaches to war, peace, diplomacy and
conflict resolution have no precedents in classical, medieval or
Renaissance Europe, or in the traditional realms of Africa and
Asia. Finally, the actualities of present world affairs strongly
suggest that the supposedly pivotal concepts in international
relations—that is, the nation-state, the unified world society
and international law—are either in need of radical revision or
beyond repair, casualties as it were in the endless war of ideas
on which life appears to feed.

The implications of this obsolescence for any reasoned view
of war can be seen most clearly by concentrating one’s analysis
on the state. It is doubtful indeed whether we are justified in
thinking that the territorially delimited, independent nation-
state is still universally accepted as the core norm of political
organization and, therefore, as the measure by which one
distinguishes different types of violence. Surely, nothing
comparable to this particular associational form had existed in
pre-seventeenth century Christian Europe (which supplied the
framework for the coexistence of numerous, quite disparately
fashioned, politically active units), in precolonial Africa south
of the Sahara, in the Arab/Islamic realm, or in the different
civilizations of South, East and Central Asia. Lines of

XXVIII



demarcation between local and international milieus of conflict,
and between internal and international warfare, were not
clearly drawn in traditional societies before the installation,
from the nineteenth century onward, of nation-states and legal
systems modeled on Western prototypes.

These unifying grafts have atrophied in recent decades under
the impact of the following developments: the waning of
Western influence and power; the reactivation, in the Orient
and Africa, of older, locally respected focuses of authority and
communal solidarity; and the successful diffusion of
communist doctrines of statecraft, in the context of which the
“bourgeois” state is appreciated as a tactical device rather than
a value or norm. In short, the concept of the state as a sovereign
community, unified politically, morally and territorially, is
being subjected to processes of erosion in all parts of the
world—not excluding Western Europe and North America. Its
substance is being worn away by fragmentation and separatism
along narrow ethnic or linguistic lines; by civil disobedience
and a faltering faith in law; and by internal war, covert foreign
interventions or military aggression from without.

Singly or in combination, these trends account for the
dismantlement, division or satellitization of numerous formerly
unified and independent polities, on the one hand, and for the
creation of new, fully operational political units, on the other
hand, which are antithetical to the state in terms of both
intention and activity. This is true, for example, of the national
and international liberation front, the “provisional” government
that functions year in, year out, or the “independent national
authority”—the latter a Middle Eastern guerrilla term denoting
the embryo of a future Palestinian state. Each of these
organizational types is mobile and fluid in the sense that it has
no fixed territorial boundaries and no determinate human
substance. Furthermore, each exists in virtue of its commitment
to violence and war.
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The term “international war,” then, no longer refers
exclusively to violent conflicts between states. Rather, as
suggested earlier, it now stands also for a broad spectrum of
armed belligerence within the state, ranging from sporadic
urban guerrilla activities to civil wars, wars of liberation and
secession, insurrections and other revolutionary uprisings,
many of which are initiated and maintained in behalf of causes
espoused by foreign principals. Moreover, this interpenetration
of the domestic and foreign environments effaces altogether the
conventionally accepted lines between legitimate and
illegitimate force, and puts in question the theoretically
established distinctions between war and peace. These
interlocking conditions support the conclusion that the state,
having forfeited important controlling functions customarily
ascribed to it in world affairs, can no longer be regarded as a
reliable medium for realistic differentiation among types of war
and between the conditions of war and peace.

Next, the erosion of the state as the fundamental, shared norm
of political organization, together with general acquiescence in
the coexistence of states and anti-state bodies as equal actors in
foreign policy arenas, has gradually but ineluctably led also to
the devaluation of the two state-based superstructures that
provide the context for official foreign relations: (1) the world
society of sovereign, equal states and (2) the law of nations,
which stipulates the rights and obligations of these states.

Theoreticians in the field of war and peace studies have made
scant allowance for these revolutionary developments. Some
proceed as if the situation had not changed at all in past decades,
while others, heartened by a belief in progress, retreat into the
security of self-made legal and political systems that will be
actual, they think, in the future. For as the late Martin Wight
notes in his essay “Why Is There No International Theory?” the
conviction usually precedes the evidence in progressivist
international theories. “And when the conviction is analysed or
disintegrates,” he continues, “one is apt to find at the centre of
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it what might be called the argument from desperation.” In
modern times, Wight suggests, this may well be the fear of
nuclear war."? The argument that the hydrogen bomb has made
war impossible thus usually contains two propositions: first,
war waged with the new weapons will destroy civilization;
second, it is therefore too horrible to happen.

Thus confined, discussion cannot move on either to
international actualities or to history, where corrective evidence
is readily available. For example, the indisputable fact that the
flood tide of modern nonnuclear war has washed away the
categories reserved for it by international law and the UN
Charter is seldom, if ever, recognized by theorists. Likewise,
belief in the polarity of war and peace is still widespread, even
in policymaking circles, and many thoughtful men believe that
every war must end—a proposition negated by the reality of
continuous armed struggles. Furthermore, it is astonishing that
international theorists, notably those committed to the cause of
international law, see no purpose in consulting the records of
diplomatic and intellectual history.

The international environment to which American and
European theorists address themselves today is certainly more
vast and diversified than that of either the seventeenth or
nineteenth century, when Grotius and Clausewitz, respectively,
reflected on the world. And yet, a comparative study of theories
then and now leaves the definite impression that war was both
being perceived more keenly and explained more accurately by
earlier observers, and that the major findings registered in the
seventeenth and nineteenth centuries are in harmony with
today’s reality, whereas those set out most recently are not.

Grotius, writing in a time when the outlines of the modern
European states system were becoming apparent, concluded
from his reflections on classical, Jewish and Christian thought
and action that war per se is not condemned either by the
voluntary law of nations’or the law of nature, that states may
well reduce each other to subjection, that the boundaries of
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states, kingdoms, nations or cities can often be settled by the
laws of war, that wars must employ force and terror as their
most proper agents, and that the arguments in favor of war are
as numerous as those for the rule of law. “For where the power
of law ceases,” he writes, “there war begins.” '

Enduring international peace, by contrast, is presented by
this pioneering theorist of international law as a remote
condition. The prophesy of Isaiah that the time shall come when
“nations shall beat their swords into plowshares, and turn their
spears into pruning hooks,” when “nation shall not lift up sword
against nation” nor “learn war any more,” is in Grotius’ opinion
(as in that of the Jewish prophet) irrelevant insofar as the justice
of war is concerned. In the Grotian perspective, the passage
merely describes the state of the world that will result if
all nations would submit to the law of Christ. Pending
consummation of this utopian dream, peace is perforce limited
in time and space.

In fact, a significant passage in De jure belli ac pacis suggests
that it may not always be easy to distinguish between war and
peace. War, Grotius notes, is a term for a situation that can exist
even when warlike operations are not being carried on.
Belligerent powers may agree on a cease-fire or truce in the
course of war, and no period need be fixed for the continuance
of such an arrangement, described by one of his classical
authorities as “a transitory peace, in travail with war.” “And I
shall add,” Grotius writes, “that [truces] are made too for years,
twenty, thirty, forty, even a hundred years.” 15 In other words,
a state of belligerency may well be semipermanent or
protracted.

Theorists after Grotius held rather steadfastly to his major
axioms. Clausewitz, whose work On War laid the basis (in the
Occidental world of thought) for the systematic study of war as
a field of human knowledge, thus restated Grotius when he
defined war as the conduct of political intercourse by other
means, a form of human enterprise belonging to social
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existence, and a conflict of great interests that is settled by
bloodshed. But he also inveighed against the folly of viewing
war as an act of unrestrained violence, a mere passion for daring
and winning, or “an independent thing in itself.” To Clausewitz,
it was quite clear that war is a serious means to a serious end,
only a part of political intercourse, and therefore always subject
to the political design. And this design, whether understood as
referring to a particular foreign policy or to the realm of politics
in general, is here decidedly not being viewed as “war by other
means”—a theoretical construct in communist conflict doctrine
that was to be elaborated several decades later by Lenin, when
he stood Clausewitz “on his head.”

All histories of diplomacy and the law of nations point to the
conclusion that modern Occidental war- and conflict-related
thought favors the rule of law and peace. However, they also
fully bear out Clausewitz’ conclusion: “Peace seldom reigns
over all Europe, and never in all quarters of the world.” '®

111

The image of the world that is being rendered today by those
social and political scientists with a strong interest in war, peace
and conflict resolution is one of a global order of states that are
structurally alike in essence or destined to become so under the
impact of irresistible leveling forces. In the logic of this tight
and finite scheme, all international relations—including
belligerent confrontations—are seen as manifestations of
national interests that converge on three main unifying themes:
the survival of the state, the maintenance of the international
system and the avoidance of war. Most of the leading
educational texts, syllabuses, and gaming or simulation
exercises in the field are therefore elaborations of truths and
abstractions that the theoreticians have worked out as if with
one mind—and that they therefore seldom question. Thus, since
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there is no essential difference between State A and State B,
there can be none between A’s war and B’s war. |

This explains why conflicts and wars can be added up rather
simply to yield some grand total that in turn will point to another
universally valid, generally accepted proposition—a process of
fact-finding illustrated in the following passage by Robert
McNamara:

In the eight years through late 1966 alone there were no less than 164

internationally significant outbreaks of violence, each of them

specifically designed as a serious challenge to the authority or the very

existence of the government in question. Eighty-two different

governments were directly involved, and what is striking is that only

15 of the 164 significant resorts to violence were military conflicts

between two states, and not a single one of the 164 conflicts was a

formally declared war. Indeed, there has not been a formal declaration
of war anywhere in the world since World War II.

The planet is becoming a more dangerous place to live on not merely
because of a potential nuclear holocaust but also because of the large
number of de facto conflicts and because the trend of such conflicts is
growing rather than diminishing. At the beginning of 1958 there were
23 prolonged insurgencies going on around the world. As of February,
1966, there were 40. Further, the total number of outbreaks of violence
hasl ;ncreased each year: in 1958 there were 34; in 1965, there were
58.

The exclusive reason for this increase in international
violence, we are told, is the obvious fact that so many new
states are still economically underdeveloped, a premise
evidently no longer subject to verification, as earlier
references in this paper have suggested. Again, no allowance
is made for the possibility that war-related phenomena are
also, perhaps even predominantly, aspects of locally prevalent
values, images, traditions and mental constructions. Indeed,
explorations of the ways of thought that make or do not make
for war, or of the meanings assigned to war and violence in
culturally different parts of the world, would quite logically be
out of place in the conceptually closed circuit of modern war
and peace studies; for how can cultural diversity be perceived
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if “culture” (or “civilization”) is not accepted as a relevant
variable or factor?

The student embarking on war and peace studies today will
look in vain for rigorous analyses of Occidental, Oriental or
African philosophies, ideologies, myths and religions. Each
volume he consults is likely to contain scores of cross-
references to the works of other Western theorists of our era,
and scarcely any (in most cases none) to source materials that
would tell him how the Chinese or the Indians or the Persians
have related to war in the millennia preceding the present
moment. Missing, then, are referrals to the writing, for
example, of Han Fei Tzu and Mao Tse-tung; to the
Mahabharata, which our contemporaries in India continue to
read with veneration; to the Koran, which is replete with
commentaries on warfare that are eternally relevant for
Muslims; or, in the case of Africa south of the Sahara, to the
memoirs of modern literate Africans, oral history and the field
work of anthropologists.

Anyone interested in uncovering the roots of war-related
policies and practices will thus search in vain among today’s
works on political science or international relations, for access
to primary sources is not being stressed anymore. The student
in search of authenticity must look elsewhere in the academic
universe—notably, it is here suggested, to the humanities,
where the uniqueness of men, events and ideas is still
recognized and where clashing ideas on war can still be
disentangled. Furthermore, in the pursuit of this kind of
learning, he may come to accept the world as a “manifold of
civilizations” even as he continues to perceive it as a “manifold
of states.” '8

“Culture,” or “civilization” if one prefers, has been variously
defined. Here it will be considered to be all that is fundamental
and enduring about the ways of a group; that is to say, it
comprises those norms, values, institutions and modes of
thinking in a given society that survive change and remain
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meaningful to successive generations. This point is well
illustrated by Paul Verhaegen’s discussion of the relation
between the “basic psychology” of an African people, on the
one hand, and the effects of “cultural transition,” on the other.
Those characteristics are basic to a culture, he writes, that are
dominant in the bush and that remain obvious in even the most
Westernized Africans.!® Similar formulations can be devised
for the Islamic realm, notably its Middle Eastern nucleus, India,
Southeast Asia, China, Japan and possibly Mongolian Central
Asia, including Tibet. Other areas in which distinct norms and
values have developed in counterpoint to those brought forth
in the West include the communist orbit of the Soviet Union
and the Latin American region.

Today, several factors combine in support of civilization as
the proper focal point of war research. As preceding comments
on the variegated forms of war and violence throughout the
modern world have suggested, the Occidental model of the state
has ceased to be a reliable indicator or measure of such
phenomena as international war and internal war. Indeed, a
survey of actually functioning power centers makes it doubtful
whether one can still legitimately view the nation-state as the
politically controlling, and hence unifying, organizational
norm in international relations. Observations such as these,
together with reflections on the conspicuous failure of recent
American war-related policies, imply rather that we have
entered an era in which the interacting, independent units are
so disparate that references to an “international order” are
invalid. These symptoms of the erosion of the state seem to
make it mandatory that we find other or additional ways to
determine the configuration of an alien society.

Civilization recommends itself in this respect because it is
more comprehensive as an ordering concept than the state: it
can cover a host of political formations—armed bands,
liberation fronts or empires; anarchies or despotisms;
transterritorial commonwealths of commodity producers,
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financiers or religionists; as well as multinational political
parties. Next, also in contrast to the state, a civilization is more
enduring in time, even as it is usually less precisely defined in
space. And finally, civilization is today a more neutral reference
than the state because, contrary to the latter, it is not associated
with typically Occidental norms and values. In short, there
continues to be great truth in Alfred North Whitehead’s remark
that a political system is transient and vulnerable by comparison
with the principles and forces of the society and culture that
have produced it. These principles and forces require explicit
recognition before the elements of the political system—in our
case, war—can be understood.?°

It is much harder for Americans than for other peoples to
accept such a worldview because the United States, almost by
definition, stands for the denial of cultural differences and
the neglect or irrelevancy of the past. America long ago
departed from the European tradition—inaugurated by
Herodotus when he explained the Persian Wars as a
confrontation between the rival civilizations of Europe and
Asia—and today is reluctant to differentiate between wars
fought within a culturally unified sphere and those between
societies of disparate cultures or idea systems. In fact, after
allowance is made for occasional romantic infatuations with
insurgencies and wars of liberation in Africa and Asia, it
appears that American suspicion of the role of ideas in
international relations and foreign-policymaking is so
widespread that few wars in either category are accepted as
reflecting a clash of ideas.

The voluminous literature on war in the traditional world
provides some contrasting perspectives on this age-old
human contrivance and, at the same time, yields expla-
nations for the incidence and tolerance of war in each
non-Western region. The following brief summaries of
culturally and historically basic ideas about war are confined
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to sub-Saharan Africa, the Middle East, India, Southeast Asia
and China.

Sub-Saharan Africa

Since traditional Africa has not produced an organizational
form comparable to the Occidental state, “foreign relations”
have consisted in interaction among a number of differently
organized but self-sufficient units: tribes, clans, villages and
other subgroups or divisions. To the extent that so-called
empires, hieratic chiefdoms and kingdoms were merely
conglomerates of these communities, they were also the scenes
of “foreign relations” in which each socially cohesive group
was apt to pit itself against the other, even though the “other”
would appear to have been part of the “self” from the
non-African point of view. This state of affairs, along with the
absence of writing and other reliable communications, explains
why the radius of intercommunity relations has always been
very limited. Furthermore, no widely shared, regionally valid
Pan-African institutions for conducting intercommunity
relations—along the lines of the modern European states
system—could develop here, for each small community
projected its own social order onto the stage of what we call
foreign relations. Black Africa, however, is unified by its
culture and a mode of thinking not found elsewhere in the
world, and it should therefore not be surprising that we can
identify certain uniquely African dispositions with regard to
war and peace.

Ethnographers have found that warfare was endemic in all
regions of sub-Saharan Africa and that it did not elicit moral
qualms. In fact, resort to warfare was logical and necessary in
terms of certain deeply held beliefs. War, and organization for
war, thus assured the continuous identity of the group as it had
coalesced around its own ancestors, origin myths, customs and
rites. Moreover, warfare contributed to continual displacements
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and migrations, resulting in a lack of interest in strictly
territorial jurisdiction and thus inhibiting the evolution of a
reliable political structure on the order of the European state.
Furthermore, war and martial activities embodied the meaning
of manhood in tribal life and symbolized the workings of the
universe, which was envisioned throughout the continent as the
abode of constantly contending, essentially malevolent forces.

Two additional factors need be considered if the role
assigned to war and violence in this culture is to be appreciated
on its own terms. First, death was not personalized as it is in
thought systems that regard the individual as an entity
transcending the bounds of the community to which he belongs.
Second, death was not objectified as it is in the Western system
of causality: in the common African understanding, death was
always occasioned by superior, surreal causes, not by a physical
weapon; the paramount frame of reference in life was power,
particularly magical power, which was associated with
ancestral spirits, witchcraft or other supernational forces.

All traditional structures of African political organization,
whether associated with empires, kingdoms, chiefdoms,
“anarchies,” villages, secret societies or sub rosa governments
based on fetishism, have been grounded firmly in the view
that death is an aspect of society rather than biography, and
that conflict, properly staged and manipulated, helps
maintain the mythic charter by which a community is ruled.
These motifs as well as their organic interaction have found
different local expressions, but in certain areas of
government—notably the succession to authority and the
allocation of power—the separate records converge on a
common pattern of institutionalized hostilities, intrigues and
internal wars. For example, since it was rare in Africa to find
rules that clearly indicated a single heir, succession usually
raised rival claimants, resulting in wars for the kingship after
an incumbent’s death. Whether in the tribal societies of
southern Africa, the conquest states of the Interlacustrine
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Bantus, the kingdoms of the savanna, or among the Mossi and
Yoruba in West Africa—just a few of the recognized political
systems—ruling circles were rent by quarrels, jealousies and
intrigues that were expected to erupt in dynastic, fratricidal or
civil wars, and to lead to prolonged periods of anarchy, during
which the contest for power would be temporarily resolved.

Not only was this violence often preceded by
institutionalized regicide, but internal peace did not necessarily
follow once the issue of succession had been decided. Since
revolts by subordinate princes and chiefs were always expected
in East Africa’s kingdoms, for example, potential rebels or
aspirants to power were routinely murdered or banished.
Violent internecine conflict was customary also in Nuba
country; among the Nuer, the Kamba, the Masai, the Nandi and
other East African peoples; as well as among such territorial
groups as the Zulu, the Swazi and the Barotse in southern
Africa. Likewise, war was waged regularly by the central
governments of most of the imperial domains of West Africa,
in order to quell unruly behavior on the part of subordinate
regimes.

No agreement exists among specialists in African social
organization on just what constitutes rebellion, in which
circumstances one can speak of civil war, which episode is
properly described as a mere raid or which qualifies as
full-fledged aggression. There is general agreement, however,
on the proposition that peace was not regarded necessary for
the maintenance of the inner order in traditional Africa, that
conflict was allowed to express itself in violence, and that
warfare among component units of a community was accepted
as an organic part of the inner law—provided, of course, that it
was employed for purposes considered permissible in a given
society. But whether the allowable end was cattle, slaves,
women, vengeance or punishment, grazing or water rights,
aggrandizement, or the allocation or reshuffling of power, the
fact remains that violence has been endemic almost
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everywhere. Sanctioned by value and belief systems, violence
provided, in one form or another, the structural principles for
the education of men and the administration of society. Indeed,
one might justifiably conclude that internal war was more likely
to sustain than to disrupt existing organizational schemes.

Relations between socially or tribally united communities
reflect the same fundamental dispositions. Military power,
even when wielded by formidable armies, was thus always
closely associated with magical power; although concrete
rewards such as the capture of cattle or slaves were as prized in
the extended martial contest as in the limited engagement, it
was the sensation of success left by the investment of superior
power that mattered most. And success, again, savored of the
enjoyment of a situation in which the enemy of the day was
slain or routed and his habitat reduced to ruin. That is to say,
victory here was not controlled by expectations of permanent
aggrandizement, redemption of lost territories, the extension of
a way of life or—with a few exceptions—the installation of a
moral system. For those who fought, the end of war was war
itself.

All this was in strict accordance with the logic of nonliterate,
essentially behavioral thought, present-centered time concepts,
and the spatial characteristics of African societies. Shrewd
calculations of advantage are certainly not missing from the
historical records, and particular campaigns, such as the
nineteenth-century Ashanti wars, which culminated in the siege
of Kumasi, are known to have been planned most methodically.
But this sort of comprehensive, long-range planning was not
the rule, if only because the future was not seen as separate from
the present or the past, and because political identity did not
depend on territorial boundaries. Thus strategic thinking, if the
term is applicable at all, did not aim at the consolidation of
victory by rehabilitating devastated areas, integrating
conquered peoples or establishing definite frontiers.
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The same ways of thought naturally obtained in defeat since
the vanquished were at one with the victors in their basic
understanding of the meaning of war in life. Generals might be
expected to commit suicide if they lost a battle and warriors
might have to be instantly dispatched if they returned home
without their spears, as was the custom among the Matabele,
but the governments for which they had fought were rarely
moved by the calamities of battle to refashion their defensive
posture or redesign their fundamental orientation. Not every
society was as totally confident, for example, as the Sukuma of
present-day Tanzania, who believed that a victorious enemy
could not defeat the spirits of the conquered group or alter their
enduring influence on the land, no matter how great the
devastation or loss. Yet all accepted with equanimity the ebb
and flow of endless war.

Today, Africans in all walks of life continue to be guided by
many of these traditional values and institutions, even as they
affirm new interests and commitments associated with the
lifestyle of the modern age. Intellectually persuasive syntheses
of the traditional and the new orders are still rare in African
politics. In fact, scholarly analyses of events throughout black
Africa (that is, coups d’état, mutinies, guerrilla operations,
revolutions and civil wars) suggest that the two frames of
reference may not be easily reconcilable. As Aristide Zolberg
rightly notes, “values, norms and structures have survived to a
significant extent everywhere, even where their existence was
not legally recognized during the colonial era.” 2!

The Middle East

Twentieth-century Jews and Arabs are probably more closely
tied to traditional religious beliefs than most other literate
peoples. Furthermore, their holy texts are different from other
sacred literature in an important way: they are not merely
intended to be depositories of religious truth, but also serve as
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comprehensive manuals of instruction in all secular matters. In
other words, they are primary and definitive value-references
and major resources of normative thinking and policymaking
for their respective communities; and in this general context,
one cannot read the Old Testament or the Koran and its
attendant Islamic traditions without being overwhelmed by the
prominence given to the subject of war.

According to the Old Testament, which is accepted by the
faithful not only as the official history of the Jews but also as
a timeless sanction or constitution for the establishment of a
Jewish state, there is only one Chosen People; all others are
subservient outcasts, subject if necessary to extermination. In
Isaiah, chapter 60, the tribal deity advises (in its most benign
mood) that “the sons of strangers shall build up thy walls
and their kings shall minister unto thee.” But elsewhere
(Deuteronomy 7, 12, 20; Joshua 1-3, 6, 8; Judges 21; II Kings
3; Psalm 135; and Isaiah 61), we find injunction after injunction
on how best to cast out, smite, utterly destroy and extirpate the
many “others,” great and small, especially those in the region
adjoining the River Jordan.

In all the literature exhorting and ennobling war, nothing
comes to mind that is quite so chilling as these passages from
Deuteronomy, chapter 7:

5. Butthus shall ye deal with them: ye shall destroy their altars, and
break down their images, and cut down their groves, and burn their
graven images with fire;

6. For thou art a holy people unto the LORD thy God: the LORD
thy God hath chosen thee to be a special people unto himself, above all
people that are upon the face of the earth.

16. And thou shalt consume all the people which the LORD thy God
shall deliver thee; thine eye shall have no pity upon them; neither shalt
thou serve their gods; for that will be a snare unto thee.

22. And the LORD thy God will put out those nations before thee
by little and little; thou mayest not consume them at once, lest the beasts
of the field increase upon thee.
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23. But the LORD thy God shall deliver them unto thee, and shall
destroy them with a mighty destruction, until they be destroyed.

24. And he shall deliver their kings into thine hand, and thou shalt
destroy their name from under heaven: there shall no man be able to stand
before thee, until thou hast destroyed them.

25. The graven images of their gods shall ye burn with fire; thou
shalt not desire the silver or gold that is on them, nor take it unto thee,
lest thou be snared therein: for it is an abomination to the LORD thy God.

26. Neither shalt thou bring an abomination into thine house, lest
thou be a cursed thing like it: but thou shalt utterly detest it, and thou
shalt utterly abhor it; for it is a cursed thing.

These guidelines for methodical genocide are repeated in
Deuteronomy (chapters 12 and 20). With regard to the total
destruction of cities delivered by God’s will and sword to his
people, we read: “Thou shalt save alive nothing that breatheth:
But thou shalt utterly destroy them, namely, the Hittites, and
the Amorites, the Canaanites, and the Perizzites, the Hivites,
and the Jebusites; as the LORD thy God hath commanded thee”
(Deut. 20:17). The same divinely sanctioned policy is given
expression in II Kings, chapters 22 and 23, where King Josiah
is told to break down the enemy, reduce the land to desolation,
defile the sepulchers and impoverish all who refuse to
acquiesce in the rule of the Chosen Race, and again in Judges
21, where the Chosen are ordered to smite all, including women
and children, who do not join them.

Traditional Jewish attitudes toward war and its pursuit must
be seen in the context of Near Eastern culture as a whole:
throughout the long centuries of ancient history, few if any
nations differed from the Jews in their ideas about the conduct
of international relations. In other words, war, enslavement and
imperialism, unmitigated by considerations of “collective
security,” “peaceful coexistence” or the “balance of power,”
combined to make up the real as well as the ideal or preferred
system.

In the vast Arab/Islamic domain of West Asia and North
Africa, war was idealized and institutionalized in many forms,
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notably in the jihad, or “holy war.” Defined in one hadith
(tradition) as the “peak of religion,” the jihad is part and parcel
of Koranic sacred law. In particular, it denotes the mandate
incumbent on each believer to prepare his way to paradise by
exerting all his power, including that of the sword, in the service
of Allah and the Islamic creed, which is universalist in contrast
to the ethnocentric Judaic faith. Consequently, one may view a
Muslim’s entire life as “a continuous process of warfare,
psychological and political, if not strictly military,” and
conclude that Islamic precepts advance a doctrine of permanent
war regardless of whether or not believers are actually engaged
in military activities.?? And, in fact, as the power of the
Arabized and Islamized states declined, this doctrine became
largely dormant, leaving Muslims in a condition roughly
comparable to what is known in international law as a “state of
insurgency.”

In the context of normative thought, value orientation and
foreign-policymaking, then, war is a dominant motif in this
culture. Peace, by contrast, being -associated with essentially
otherworldly, metaphysical concerns, has no overriding
positive meaning in temporal affairs, except perhaps as a
description of that time when the world will have become
Islamized. Pending this outcome of the historic struggle,
mankind is divided into the Realm of Peace, whose denizens
are engaged in rightful combat at the service of Allah, and the
Realm of War, which is the abode, by definition, of all
unbelievers regardless of their actual conduct or intentions. It
follows logically that diplomacy is viewed more readily as an
auxiliary to war, a device serving the cause of belligerence and
expansion, rather than an avenue leading toward peace.

Islamic theory grew out of and confirmed the lifestyle of the
Bedouin nomads, as shown so convincingly by the bibgraphy
of the Prophet, the Koran itself, and Charles Doughty’s
masterful Travels in Arabia Deserta. The dominant masculine
image or heroic ideal in this harsh world was the warrior,



engaged in both great and petty ventures. Camel raids,
brigandage, attacks on the despised world of the sedentary and
the sown, tribal wars, far-flung military expeditions and, above
all, endless wanderings in a hostile environment—all this
epitomized the allure and excitement of life that was to
compensate for the stark and tedious task of eking out a
livelihood. What could peace on earth mean here except sheer
boredom, sterility and stagnation?

The political history of the Arabic-speaking peoples from the
seventh century to the present corroborates the value system
that inhabits their lifestyle and doctrine. Vast expanses of
the dar al-harb (Realm of War)—in Europe, Africa and
Asia—were conquered by force of arms to become integral
parts of the Islamic Realm of Peace. Furthermore, Islamic
administrations, civil and military, reinforced and perfected
their own understanding of the function of diplomacy,
borrowing heavily from the sophisticated “warrior diplomacy”
of the Persians and Byzantines. This type of statecraft relied on
psychological warfare, espionage and subversion in its
relentless pursuit of victory over neighboring lands and rulers.
In short, nowhere in this region was “peace” accepted as a
realizable goal in the conduct of international relations.

The inner order of the Realm of Peace, meanwhile, has also
been rent by continual violence and war, even though the ruling
idea-system calls for, indeed assumes, peace and unity. The
major source of this incongruity has been, and continues to be,
the absence of effective fundamental principles of political
organization. The caliphate, vaguely conceived by the
Prophet’s successors, notably the learned ulema (that is, the
scholarly divines trained in Muslim law), as the exclusive,
indivisible administrative scheme for the governance of the
entire community of believers, actually never got off the
ground. Instead, commensurate with the swift extension of the
faith and culture, we have had multiple caliphates, sultanates
and emirates, competitive dynasties, ambitious and contentious
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aspirants to power, plots and counterplots, assassinations and
revolts.

The establishment by conquest of the Ottoman Caliphate in
1453 brought a respite in the divisiveness and anarchy, but its
dissolution in 1918-1919 has returned the Arabized Near
Eastern Muslims (Turks and Persians can draw from cultural
reserves in political organization that are not at the disposal of
the Arabs) to more familiar patterns of political thought and
action. Contemporary possessors of executive power are thus
always tempted to foment or condone violence and intrigue in
inter-Arab relations in order to protect their tenuous personal
positions or promote their particular dreams of a unity to come.

India

India has experienced the impact of the Middle East (as have
parts of Southeast Asia) in a variety of ways, most poignantly
perhaps in the fields of statecraft and international relations.
Northern India, after all, had been a satrapy of the Persian
Empire, and even more extensive portions of the subcontinent
were ruled for many centuries by Persianized Mongols. In
addition, Islam penetrated through diverse channels to find
political expression in the Sultanate of Delhi, the Mogul Empire
and, more recently, the Islamic republics of Pakistan and
Bangladesh. And yet, many prominent members of the
Anglicized elite continue to insist in their scholarly discussions
of India’s political system that the pre—Islamic Hindu order is
still the principal influence, despite massive borrowings—first
from the Near East; then, in modern times, from Anglo-Saxon
Europe. One of the most ardent Indian nationalists, the late
diplomat and historian K. M. Panikkar, thus never tired of
reminding his contemporaries in the East and the West that “the
society described in the Mahabharata is not essentially different
from what holds its sway today in India,” and that if the “Indian
administration of today is analysed to its bases, the doctrines
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and practices of Chanakya [or Kautilya] will be found to be still
in force.” %

Kautilya’s Arthasastra, to which Panikkar refers, has been
acclaimed as the greatest piece of literature surviving from the
Maurya dynasty (322—185 B.c.?). Although other treatises in the
same genre exist, the Mauryan chancellor’s text is considered
exemplary because it explains in systematic fashion how
Hindus must think and behave when they are engaged in
government, economics and foreign relations. In all these
activities, summarily described as the domain of artha (defined
by Kautilya as that science which treats of the means of
acquiring and maintaining the earth), winning is all that counts.
Artha norms are thus carefully set apart in Hindu logic and
metaphysics from the codes of conduct mandatory in the pursuit
of the three other major ends of life: namely, kama (pleasure),
dharma (duty, especially as it relates to caste regulations) and
moksa (the assiduous quest for release from life and its
illusions). In government and foreign relations, however, the
precepts of artha are inextricably enmeshed with the dharma
obligations of the warrior caste, for this caste supplies the kings
and other secular officers of state, including the armed forces.

The fundamental question—how should men be
governed?—was answered in traditional Indian thought and
practice by unqualified recourse to danda, the rod of
punishment. According to the theory of coercive state authority,
the king must wield danda if he is to enjoy prosperity and
acquire not only this world but also the one to come. The
Dharmasastras, or Books of the Law, notably the remarkable
compendium assigned to Manu;** the Arthasastras; the
Mahabharata (India’s great national epic); and the popular,
didactic beast-fables (the best known collection of these
being the Pancatantra) thus converge on the doctrine of
matsyanyaya—the Principle or Law of the Fishes—in
accordance with which the king must enforce his govern-
ment and punish those who deserve it, lest the strong torment
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the weak as fish are fried on a pike or as in water they devour
each other. In deference to the same pessimistic view of human
nature, the royal administration relied on espionage as its
major agency. As explained in the Mahabharata, a kingdom
has its roots in spies and secret agents; therefore, as the wind
moves everywhere and penetrates all created beings, so
should the king penetrate everywhere by sending his spies to
report disloyalty among subjects, ministers and heirs.

Danda, then, rules all; danda is awake while others are
asleep; and danda insists that warriors fight to acquire spiritual
merit. These truths are relayed by all the sacred texts (which
continue to be widely read), but most eloquently by Krishna’s
discourse with Arjuna in the Bhagavadgita section of the
Mahabharata. The exchange takes place immediately before the
great battle at Kurukshetra. We read that Arjuna, on reaching
the battlefield, was so distressed at the thought of having to
fight and kill revered members of his family, whom he saw
ranged on the opposite side, that he resolved to forsake war.
Krishna then turned him from this resolution by reminding him
of the inexorable law of his caste: a ksatriya (member of the
warrior caste) must fight and kill his enemy, and the attainment
of victory requires total concentration on the task at hand,
including total disregard of other moral or emotional restraints.

The same moral teachings have been passed on through the
centuries by other sages and authorities on artha and
rajadharma (royal duties). The king is created to commit cruel
acts, we learn from Bhishma, legendary guru in the
Mahabharata; whereas ordinary men, not made of such stern
stuff, seldom succeed in worldly affairs. Like a snake that
devours creatures living in holes, the earth swallows up the king
who does not fight and the Brahman who does not go abroad
(for study).”?

The history of interkingdom relations before and after the
Muslim conquests faithfully reflects the dictates of the artha
philosophy; its annals speak of endemic anarchy and warfare.
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True to the law, inequality was postulated as the everlasting
condition of political existence, power as the only measure of
political worth, and war as the normal activity of the state. On
the authority, again, of the Mahabharata:

Might is above right; right proceeds from might. . . . Right is in the
hands of the strong. . . . Everything is pure that comes from the strong.
. .. When thou findest thyself in a low state, try to lift thyself up,
resorting to pious as well as to cruel actions. Before practicing morality
wait until thou art strong. . . . If men think thee soft, they will despise
thee. [Book XII 134:5-7, 2-3; 140:38; 141:62; 56:21].

A king or politician who has no power is a conquered king, the
Arthasastra tells us, and in such a lamentable state of inferiority he
1s reduced to peace—defined in the Hindu world as stagnation.

Each king, then, was to chart his course of aggression and
withdrawal scientifically and realistically. He was to view his
own domain as the center or target in the mandala (a design
symbolic of the universe) of concentric rings of states. His
immediate neighbors were by definition his worst enemies; the
kings in the second circle were to be viewed as natural friends.
The third ring included his enemy’s friends, while the fourth
was composed of the friends of his allies, and so forth. The
science of artha instructed the king to be particularly careful
when he measured his distance from the dominant state—that
is, the state ruled by the king who had the capacity to fight
without allies and who was known therefore as the “neutral”
king.

Neither the mandala nor the particular positions and relations
abstracted from it were ever to be trusted completely, however.
An arsenal of intelligence tricks and diplomatic techniques,
together with a standing and alert army, were regarded as the
best security. Artha taught the king how to bribe his ally or
enemy by gifts, promises and decorations; how to lull him into
a sense of false security through conciliation, negotiation and
other forms of appeasement, while systematically preparing a
military attack on him. Simultaneously, he was of course



expected to sow dissension in the frontier provinces of his
enemy, in order to soften resistance when he was ready to stage
the final armed invasion. In fact, the skills of intrigue were more
highly prized by theoreticians and rulers than was material
power, as this passage from the Arthasastra illustrates:

He who has the eye of knowledge and is acquainted with the science
of polity, can with little effort make use of his skill for intrigue and
can succeed by means of conciliation, and other strategic means, by
spies and chemical appliances in over-r%aching even those kings who
are possessed of enthusiasm and power.

Under such general headings as “Government Based on
Deceit,” “The Administration of Subversion” and “The Work
of an Invader,” no subject is given more detailed and devoted
attention than that of espionage and “dirty tricks.” Brahmans,
widows, individuals trained to pose as cripples, saucemakers,
dwarfs, eunuchs, courtesans posing as high-class ladies, and
merchants are only some of those listed as potential spies or
experts in the art of infiltration and sabotage; and complete
instructions are provided for their specialized training and
deployment. The most favored and talked about category of
personnel in this conspiratorial system is that comprising the
“shaven heads,” ascetics, monks and holy men who have
license to conspire and kill in the holy places, and who know
how to foment rebellions among the enemy and create other
“annoyances in the rear.” In “The Battle of Intrigue,” it is
interesting to note, the Arthasastra makes special mention of
“fiery spies”—Asia’s earliest guerrillas—who conceal
“weapons, fire and poison” under their various disguises.
Trained “to take advantage of peace and friendship with the
enemy,” they were charged with the elimination of supply
stores, granaries and commanders-in-chief.

To summarize, war was the normal state of affairs in Indian
interstate relations until the British unified and pacified the
subcontinent. But this episode of Occidental imperialism was
a mere moment in the Asian reckoning of time. Hence, many
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thoughtful and knowledgeable Indians express doubt whether
the alien rule of law, including international law, will or should
prevail over traditional law.

Southeast Asia

In the course of the fascinating process of cultural diffusion
known as the “Indianization” of Asia, the principles of artha
penetrated much of Southeast Asia. One might even
characterize the phenomenon as “cultural imperialism,” at least
if one were to adopt the parlance currently used by some to
describe the impact of European/American culture on the rest
of the world. This vast region, which now encompasses Burma,
Laos, Cambodia, Thailand, North and South Vietnam,
Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore and the Philippines, was
previously dotted with separate kingdoms, each remarkable in
its commitment to deeply rooted indigenous beliefs as well as
in its talent for integrating appropriate motifs from Hindu,
Buddhist, Confucian or Islamic idea-systems.

In pre-nineteenth-century times, the most important
regionally unifying themes were the cults of the devaraja, or
god-king, who could do no wrong so long as he was successful,
and the acceptance of rebellion, subversion, war and the threat
of war as a normal part of everyday life. Scholars specializing
in Southeast Asian history have pointed out that political
identity was nowhere a function of secure frontiers, concrete
material power, a unifying legal system, or even legitimate
royal succession; rather, it depended on an individual ruler’s
compliance with the cosmo-magical “constitution” of his
realm. What mattered in this context—whether in Java,
Cambodia, Laos, Thailand-Siam or Burma—was physical
possession of the capital, the palace and symbolically
significant royal regalia; and these sources of prestige could be
rightfully seized by cunning or by such acts of violence as the
murder of an incumbent prince.
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The traditional coexistence of the principles of divine
kingship and insurrection explains why the usurper was entitled
to obedience and respect, why the idea of the state was
associated in the final analysis with the successful ruling
personality, and why these kingdoms were locked for centuries
in combat of one type or another. Full-scale wars, limited
invasions or guerrilla fighting thus marked relations among the
rulers of Thailand, Burma, Laos and Khmer-Cambodia, as well
as between those of Java and Sumatra. Kingdoms rose and fell,
and empires crumbled, only to be resurrected later in some other
form. Cambodia, for example, was once part of a Vietnamese
empire; the Mekong Delta was constantly in contention; Assam
was part of an aggressive Burmese state; and the Khmers,
probably the most martial of all these warrior-peoples,
tirelessly staked out their claim to what is today Burma. While
most principalities and empires were racked by domestic
rebellion and subversion, some (notably in present-day
Indonesia) are reputed, in modern nationalist texts, to have had
vassals as far afield as Vietnam, Cambodia, Thailand and
Malaysia. Other allegedly unified kingdoms—Laos and Burma,
in particular—were actually conglomerates of separate,
warring states.

In this region, then, as in the Middle East and Africa south
of the Sahara, internal war merged with external war to form
intricate webs of conflict and violence. Hallowed by myth,
sanctioned by religion, accepted by the people, and celebrated
in legend, art and architecture, this theme has been oft repeated
in recent history—in the 1933 “Royalist Rebellion” of Siam,
the reinstallation in Burma of the traditional Buddhist trappings
of power politics, the elaborate staging by Indonesia’s Sukarno
of confrontations with Malaysia and the Philippines, and the
complex, ongoing interplay of animosities among Cambodia,
Thailand and Vietnam.

To be sure, one can point to a few nonintervention agree-
ments; for example, in the twelfth century an accord was
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concluded between Tonkin and the Indianized state of Champa.
(It was conceived, by the way, as a reinsurance device that
would permit Champa to capture and destroy with impunity the
temple of Angkor.) But here, as elsewhere in southern Asia,
enmity remained the norm in interkingdom relations. This was
true even when China’s persistently aggressive policies could
have been checked by the organization of collective security
measures; instead, each kingdom usually offered separate,
ferocious resistance when Chinese forces interfered too
blatantly. In short, peace, as a value, had no place either in the
metaphysical order of ideas from which these societies derived
their 1dentities or in the intricate, artistic processes of statecraft
that issued from the royal palaces.

Two thoughts, in particular, impose themselves as one
follows the relentless seesaw movements of attack, victory and
defeat that have passed like the forces of nature over this
culturally complex area. First, in the context of comparative
history and religion, there seems to be no doubt that recourse
to warfare and palace revolution was hallowed as an integral
principle of the ruling cosmic order. And second, this ancient
civilization has indeed been the theater in which numerous rival
ideas about war—emanating, above all, from India and
China—have clashed throughout recorded time. With respect
to modern world politics, meanwhile, it is as irresistible as it is
ironic to note that American ideas about war were thoroughly
discredited precisely here.?’

China

The Pax Sinica that in recent decades has been descending
on Tibet and elsewhere in Central Asia, on the Himalayan
region of the Indian subcontinent, and on parts of Southeast
Asia 1s a function both of traditional Chinese statecraft and of
Mao Tse-tung’s adaptations of Marxism-Leninism-Stalinism to
the needs of revolutionary China. Contrary to the view held in
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some American intellectual circles, there is no gulf of
discontinuity®® between the old and the new China when it
comes to the politics of war and peace.

With respect to ancient China, as with India, Westerners have
long pleased themselves in imagining a spiritually superior
civilization, anchored in Confucianism and Taoism, in which
men shunned violence and all things uncouth, if only because
their attention was riveted on etiquette, sincerity, civility,
humanism and the search for harmony. Just why such exalted
views of Oriental society should have become so fixed in the
Western mind may well be a question that only ethno-
psychiatrists can answer as they become adept at dealing with
the symptoms of pathology in intercultural relations. Suffice it
to say, “[T]here was never a Taoist State as conceived by Chuang
Tsu, nor a Confucian State as conceived by Mencius.” *° Indeed,
the source materials—which have long been available in
excellent translations—teach something else entirely: namely,
that China, whatever its geographic configuration and official
ideology, has traditionally depended heavily on a judicious
investment of war effort, both at home and abroad.

Ping-ti Ho, an authority on Confucian China, and Lucian W.
Pye thus agree that the Chinese state has always derived its
ultimate power from the army—a circumstance that has largely
predetermined its authoritarian character from the days of
empire to the rule of Mao Tse-tung.* History also instructs us
that dynasties usually came to power through armed force; that
revolts—and they were commonplace—were staged and
smashed by military means; that the science of besieging walled
cities was highly developed even in very early times;>! and that
the conduct of all these military operations was organically
linked not only to the perfection of weaponry but also, and more
importantly, to such official nonmilitary pursuits as the
cultivation of crops, the organization of hydraulic works, and
the building of walls—occupations without which war could
not have proceeded as successfully as it did.>
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War and agriculture, in fact, have consistently been viewed
in China as two fundamental, mutually dependent occupations,
perhaps never more so than in the Epoch of the Warring States
(ca. 450-221 B.c.) and in the Maoist Period.

Accounts from the earlier period can thus be cited to the
effect that successive generations of Chinese were decimated
by war with methodical regularity, that breathing spaces were
allowed only so that the peasant armies might be replenished
after having been cut to pieces, and that the army was made to
labor on public projects and “in the countryside” when not
campaigning.

All-under-Heaven, which consisted of numerous separate
provinces, was thus in total disarray during the Epoch of the
Warring States; big states ate up lesser ones as systematically
as silkworms eat mulberry leaves. Yet China—her contours
forever indeterminate—survived mainly, it appears, because
the art of war had here reached a mature form by the beginning
of the fourth century B.c. By this time, Samuel Griffith notes,
the Chinese possessed weapons not at the disposal of other
societies and were absolute masters of offensive and defensive
tactics and techniques that would have enabled them to cause
Alexander the Great a great deal more trouble than did the
Greeks, the Persians or the Indians.>

All Chinese schools of thought accepted the idea of war,
usually as part of the fa dimension of government, which
existed to supplement what rule by benevolence (/i) could not
accomplish. As Arthur Waley explains, the duty to punish badly
ruled states, or to chastise unruly barbarians on the frontiers of
the Middle Kingdom, was emphasized consistently by the
Confucians and was acknowledged also by their rivals, the
Mohists.>* Just as the principle of filial piety could rightfully
be enforced by the killing or mutilation of offspring who
resisted paternal guidance, so might the art of persuasion in the
community of unequal states be supplemented by the rod of
war. In contrast to the domain of internal and family affairs,
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however, for which legal codes were periodically promulgated
by the imperial keeper of Heaven’s Mandate, there was no
international law and no court or arbitral commission to
indicate which state was “badly ruled,” or to compose
differences impartially. The principle of the “righteous war”
thus usually served as a moral cloak for open acts of aggression,
which often occurred after atrocity stories had been spread
concerning the society singled out for punishment.

The theoreticians and generals who perfected this side of
Chinese statecraft, and who then succeeded in bringing about
the first unification of China in 221 B.c,, are collectively known
as the Legalists or Realists. The essence of their science,
discernible as early as the seventh century B.c., but which is seen
fully developed in the fourth and third centuries in the writings
of Sun Tzu, Lord Shang and Han Fei Tzu, is the uncompro-
mising recognition that war and organization for war are the
mainstays of government. “How to get the people to die” is the
problem that continually occupies the Realists. According to
this school of martial thought, it is a misfortune for a prosperous
country not to be at war; for in such a state of peace the country
will breed the “Six Maggots.” In The Book of Lord Shang, the
parasites that attack in peacetime are enumerated: “rites and
music, odes and history, moral culture and virtue, filial piety
and brotherly love, sincerity and faith, chastity and integrity,
benevolence and righteousness, criticism of the army and being
ashamed of fighting. If there are these . . . things, the ruler is
unable to make people farm and fight, and then the state will
be so poor that it will be dismembered.” * Vagabonds and draft
dodgers, merchants and artisans who deal in nonessential
goods, scholars who spread doctrines at variance with Legalist
teachings—these are the “Vermin of the State,” we learn from
Han Fei Tzu.’® As such, they must be unmercifully quashed so
that the people can be kept in ignorance and awe while the king
extends the frontiers of the state.
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Han Fei1 Tzu’s and Lord Shang’s admonitions—that the ruler
must make certain everyone within his borders understands
warfare, that there can be no private exemptions from military
service, and that the people must be concentrated on
warfare—were faithfully followed by China’s first unifier, Shih
Huang Ti. The notorious Burning of the Books in 213 B.c. was
thus conceived and executed as “the logical last step in
unification,” as Derk Bodde puts it,>” and it may now be seen
as the precedent for numerous other “cultural revolutions” in
imperial and Maoist China.

From time to time, subsequent generations of Chinese
scholars have professed to be shocked by these doctrines, but
there has never been an age when the martial classics, especially
the works of Sun Tzu and Han Fei Tzu, have not been read. Not
only did imperial edicts in later dynasties prescribe the study
of these works for the aspirant to an army commission, but Sun
Tzu’s Art of War alone stimulated more than fifty commentaries
and interpretative studies between 1368 and 1628. Western
nations were long ignorant of the treatise’s existence, and when
it did become known in the West, the reception was one of
neglectful scorn. Japan, by contrast, took Sun Tzu’s work most
seriously, as did Russia after the Mongol-Tatars brought it
there.

In China proper, The Art of War continues to be considered
a classic to this very day.*® Conceptually, Maoist strategic
doctrine is closely related to the thought of the great master,
and Mao Tse-tung’s most elegant maxims and most poetic
metaphors—which may be found in Strategic Problems of
China’s Revolutionary War, On Guerrilla Warfare and On the
Protracted War—recall those formulated in The Art of War.
Indeed, reflection on the continuity of Chinese history and ideas
about war lead to the conclusion that the Sinification of
Leninism could proceed as swiftly and smoothly as it did
primarily because of the pervasiveness of Legalism.
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Legalist and Maoist ideas converge; they do not meet by
chance. And Maoist elites make use of Legalist references
deliberately, not in a casually metaphorical way. The struggle
between the Legalists, openly identified today with progressive
forces in China’s past, and the followers of Confucius, who
stand for all that is reactionary and regressive in the country’s
affairs, is thus mentioned in the most improbable contexts. For
example, a lengthy stricture on the seemingly mundane subject
of traffic safety (broadcast in September 1974 from Haikow,
Hainan Island) begins as follows:

In order to raise traffic-safety work in Hainan to a new level, it is
necessary first of all to do a good job of criticism of Lin [Piao] and
Confucius. It is necessary to study Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse-tung
thought seriously and unfold a%ivities to evaluate [sic] the Legalists
and criticize the Confucianists.

And nothing in Chinese intellectual history suggests that the
Chinese communist digestive system would be overburdened by
this governmental linkage of traffic-safety work to criticism of Lin
and Confucius. After all, as one of the foremost students of Chinese
military, political and psychological strategy has pointed out, the
present system is only the latest manifestation in more than 2,000
years of Chinese strategic thought—a continuity found nowhere
in the West.*

Chinese commissars, however faithfully schooled in
Leninism-Maoism, can thus be expected to use traditional
military philosophy to justify both their worldview and the roles
assigned them in warfare and society.*! The easy congruence of
these frames of reference is nowhere more impressively
demonstrated than in Mao Tse-tung’s own writings. Here,
elaborate expositions of communist dialectics and discourses on
the tactical and strategic doctrines employed during the
revolutionary war mingle freely with allusions to Mao’s favorite
classical novels, traditional boxing precepts, the rules of the
ancient game of wei-ch’i (in Japanese, go) and, above all, to the
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writings of Sun Tzu, the most esteemed of the Legalist
philosophers of war. A few illustrations must suffice.

The Maoists and the Legalists share a militarist, militant
vocabulary—one that conveys the unqualified thesis that
organization, whether of the village or the world, is war
organization, to be established and maintained by the same
tactical and strategic rules that apply to the battlefield. Mao
thus writes: “In China the main form of struggle is war and
the main form of organisation is the army. Other forms, like
organisations and mass struggles are also extremely important
.. . but they are all for the sake of war.”** The pervasiveness
of this conviction explains the stress consistently placed by
Legalist and Maoist alike on the need to create agromilitary
communes and to maintain rural base areas under strict military
control. It also explains the striking concurrence of certain
poetic metaphors: “The people are like water, and the army is
like fish,” Mao writes, and the tactics of Chinese statecraft
“constitute the art of swimming in the ocean of war.” The
challenge, as Mao sees it, is “to drown the enemy in the ocean
of a people’s war . . . [to] lure him into the deep,”*’ just as it

was when Sun Tzu wrote:

Now the shape of an army resembles water. Take advantage of the
enemy’s unpreparedness; attack him when he does not expect it; avoid
his strength and strike his emptiness, and like water, none can oppose
you. . ..

Just as water adapts itself to the conformation of the ground, so in war
one must be flexible.

Whoever or wherever the enemy is, says Mao, he must be
moved “to help in his own destruction,” or, as the party
chairman puts it elsewhere, he must contribute to his own
encirclement. Eventually, “a worldwide net will be formed
from which the fascist monkeys can find no escape.” *° Just as
“tunneling operations”—vividly described in Sun Tzu’s and
Mao’s manuals—are designed to undermine the physical
foundations of the enemy’s military position, so are
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psychological offensives meant to subvert his moral and
intellectual bases. Confuse the enemy’s leaders; if possible
drive them insane, advised Sun Tzu. Costly battles would then
become unnecessary. And among the techniques employed to
achieve these ends, none has received so much careful
elaboration in Legalist and Maoist strategy as the art of
dissimulation, simulation and deception. Indeed, as Scott
Boorman notes, this concept of stratagem goes far beyond mere
attempts to outwit the enemy: it involves the much more
sophisticated task of directly manipulating his perception of
reality, particularly the values he attributes to various outcomes
of the conflict.*® Sun Tzu’s exhortation to “hit the enemy’s
mind” has thus traditionally been viewed as the prerequisite of
victory.

The Legalist master’s axiom that “war is based on deception
has been paraphrased often by Mao Tse-tung, who also
advocates the intricate, indirect approaches to successful
combat and maneuvering outlined in The Art of War. Mao’s
instructions to guerrillas, for example—that they must be as
cautious as virgins and as quick as rabbits, mobile and forever
changing in appearance—are prefigured in some of Sun Tzu’s
verses, notably those dealing with offensive strategy and the
use of spies and double agents. Furthermore, Sun Tzu’s rule
that the enemy must be deceived by “creating shapes” or by
concealing one’s own shape from him is paralleled in Mao’s
commitment to the consummate skill of creating “illusions”:

9947

Illusions and inadvertence may deprive one of superiority and the
initiative. Hence, deliberately to create illusions for the enemy and
then spring surprise attacks upon him is a means . . . of achieving
superiority and seizing the initiative. What are illusions? ‘Even the
woods and bushes on Mount Pakung look like enemy troops’—this is
an example of illusion. And ‘making a noise in the east while attacking

the west’ is a way of creating illusions for the enemy. . .. Itis therefore
extremely important . . . to seal off his information, . . . keeping the
enemy in the dark . . . and thus laying the objective basis for his

illusions and inadvertence. We are not Duke Hsiang of Sung and have
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no use for his stupid scruples about benevolence, righteousness and
morality in war. In order to win victory we must try our best to seal
the eyes and the ears of the enemy, making him blind and deaf, and to
create confusion in the minds of the enemy commanders, driving them

\ 48
distracted.

History suggests that the fundamental ideas in a given
civilization are often conveyed better by homo [udens—“man
the game-player’—than by “man the theory-maker.” In China,
the idea of war is eloquently expressed in wei-ch’i, the game of
strategy favored by Chinese statesmen and literati from the
early Han dynasty to modern times.” Quite unlike the
Occidental game of chess, in which the goal is total victory
through the capture of a single figure, wei-ch’i involves a
protracted attempt to extend control slowly over dispersed
territory. Play is diffused, and the similarity between this
pastime and Maoist guerrilla warfare is quite obvious. The
basic strategy in wei-ch’i is encirclement and counter-
encirclement—all aimed at setting up spheres of influence
within enemy territory in order to undermine the opponent
gradually by attacks from within. Maoist tactics of “enclosing”
or “forming” territory (in the psychological as well as
geographic sense) are thus readily comparable to what counts
in wei-ch’i. Chairman Mao explains:

Thus the enemy and ourselves each have imposed two kinds of
encirclement on the other, resembling in the main a game of weich’i:
campaigns and battles between us and the enemy are comparable to
the capturing of each other’s pieces, and the enemy’s strongholds . . .
and our guerrilla base areas . . . are comparable to the blank spaces
secured on the board.

In the Maoist theory of insurgency, as in wei-ch’i, time is
long, the grid is large and warfare is continuous, shifting from
one sub-board to the next. In either case, success in combat
hinges squarely on abiding by Sun Tzu’s rule:

Know the enemy and know yourself; in a hundred battles you will
never be in peril.
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Or, if one prefers to be up-to-date, by observing Mao
Tse-tung’s dictum:

... war is nothing supernatural, it is one of the things in the world that
follow the determined course of their development; hence, Sun Tzu’s
law, “know your enemy and know yourself, and you can fight a
hundred battles without disaster,” is still a scientific truth.

IV

The foregoing reflections on war and the clash of ideas
support certain general propositions in the fields of
international relations and foreign-policymaking.

(1) There are different cultures in the world. Consequently,
there are different modes of thinking, value systems and forms
of political organization.

(2) Within a given society, norms, normative ideas, and
notions about what is normal evolve from a continuous
interaction between the ruling value system, on the one hand,
and the society’s perception of social and political reality, on
the other.

(3) A society is virile and effective if it can count on stable
patterns of perception, judgment and action. If, by way of
contrast, the interaction between the commitment to certain
values and the common perception of reality is seriously
disturbed, the normative system becomes unreliable; in such
circumstances, the society is apt to be morally confused and
politically ineffective.

(4) For any society, success in the conduct of international
relations turns on two characteristics: (a) confidence in the
norms and values that control the inner order of the society and
(b) accurate perception of the world in which the national
interest must be defined and furthered. Failure ensues when
confidence in the nation’s integrity is eroded and when the
vision of the international environment becomes defective.
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(5) In the multicultural environment of the twentieth century,
foreign-policymakers must recognize and analyze multiple,
distinct cultures as well as political systems that differ from
each other significantly in their modes of rational and
normative thought, their value orientations, and their dispo-
sitions in foreign affairs.

(6) The fundamental foreign policy-related themes running
through the histories of sub-Saharan Africa, the Middle East,
India, Southeast Asia and China converge on conflict and
divisiveness as norm-engendering realities. The evidence
shows, in particular, that peace is neither the dominant value
nor the norm in foreign relations and that war, far from being
perceived as immoral or abnormal, is viewed positively.

(7) This broad concurrence of non-Western traditions stands
in marked contrast to the preferences registered in modern
Western societies. It is also at odds with the priorities officially
established in the charters of the United Nations and affiliated
international organizations. To the extent, then, that the United
Nations is supposed to reflect universally valid norms, it is a
misrepresentation of reality. And insofar as the United Nations
was conceived as a norm-creating agency, it has been
unsuccessful, particularly with respect to the incidence of war.
What is normal in world politics should in these conditions have
been inferred pragmatically from the facts.

The challenge of understanding the multifaceted nature of
modern warfare has not been met by the academic and political
elites of the United States. This failure in the perception of
reality has been aggravated by a widespread acquiescence in
essentially irrational trends—the inclinations, namely, to
dissociate values from facts, to treat values as if they were
norms, and to assume that privately or locally preferred values
are also globally valid norms. These intellectual developments
have contributed not only to many recent foreign-policy errors
but also to widespread uncertainties about America’s role in
world affairs. They also suggest that the United States has
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begun to resemble Don Quixote: like the Knight of the
Mournful Countenance, it is fighting windmills and losing its
bearings in the real world.
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Class War on a Global Scale
The Leninist Culture of Political Conflict

Dr Stephen J. Blank

Today’s international order is undergoing a profound
transformation, and any such transformation in the world’s
order issues from and engenders deep-going transformations
in the component parts of the system, the so-called nation-
state of classical diplomatic history in the West. In both
Europe and the third world, new and old nations and
communities are either coming together or splitting apart or
demanding the breakup of larger units in which they are
found. Examples are the reunification of Germany, the
disintegration of Yugoslavia and Lebanon, and ethnic unrest
in Israel, the Soviet Union, Afghanistan, Pakistan, and India.

These revolutionary movements and trends constitute a
standing challenge to theories or policies of order and
liberalism in world politics as well as to the American-led
effort to construct a system whose point of departure is
Wilsonian liberalism or some variant thereof. The crisis
shaking these states is of such magnitude as to suggest to some
(an American official in the Defense Department asserted this
point outright) that in the nineties the lack of governability of
many third-world states (one could include Yugoslavia and
suggest tentatively the USSR as well) will be so great as to
cause their disappearance as functioning nation-states.

The foregoing observations highlight a cardinal point of
Professor Adda Bozeman’s work,* that is, the enduring and
profound challenge to the existence of the nation-state, that

*Adda B. Bozeman, “War and the Clash of Ideas,” Orbis: A Journal of World Affairs 20, no. 1
(Spring 1976), 61-102.



CONFLICT, CULTURE, AND HISTORY

classical avatar of Western political theories. That challenge
exists due to the conflicts launched by various revolutionary
theorists and practitioners of international politics. One of the
primary axes of their challenge has been an effort to over-
come, diminish, transcend, or break up the existing order to
make room for new formations whatever their provenance. In
most cases, these revolutionaries have been inspired by
Leninist and Soviet practices of political conflict, what the
strategists call low-intensity conflict (LIC). We, however, can
call such political warfare class conflict on the global scale,
or, as was popular a generation ago, the strategy of protracted
warfare, or still again, revolutionary war.

However one labels it, there can be no doubt that the
Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 institutionalized a schism in
world politics that World War I had already created and
perpetuated it in the form of an ideological as well as political
war against liberalism. Without exculpating Hitler and
Mussolini, it is safe to say that bolshevism provided both the
techniques upon which they built and the ostensible threat as
well as the model that they were both drawn to and fought
against. Since then this global schism has been expanded into
first, the cold war and second, the techniques of threatened
warfare by or against states in the third world. In other words,
the instrumentalities used in the practice of this war have long
since become transnational-—not an illogical conclusion when
one considers Leninist strategies of the national question.
Indeed, Lenin’s earliest adversaries in the Russian socialist
movement complained that he had introduced a “state of siege
into the movement” (their terms). That phrase is a convenient
metaphor for post-1917 developments because it combines the
protracted and all-encompassing nature of the warfare with
the harassment of “enemy supply lines” in the third world and
the use of constant psychological warfare and even “fifth
columns” inside the besieged fortresses as major tools of this
war.



CLASS WAR ON A GLOBAL SCALE

Although the literature on the Soviet style of armed and
political conflict is immense and Professor Bozeman has made
a distinguished and acute contribution to it, this study will
pursue a seemingly eccentric course in the beginning, but one
that has lasting significance for the present period. I intend to
look at the multiple uses made of the concept of the
nation-state as the actor in world politics and as an axial point
of the Soviet struggle to unhinge the entire international order
built up by liberalism and European political thought.

Erosion of the Nation-State System

Soviet thought and practice made for a transnational, that
is, multistate challenge to the international order—a challenge
whose salience is growing, not diminishing, despite the
euphoric tone of some that history and international politics
appear to be over. Quite the opposite is the case. New
challenges to our values and interests are dawning which
make liberal use of those techniques and ideas originated by
Lenin and refined by his epigone, and which combine them
with their own indigenous traditions—Arab, Vietnamese,
Cuban, and so forth. Even the Soviet challenge is not dead;
rather its previous incarnations are bankrupt. But new
challenges to the status quo are by no means ruled out. In fact,
Mikhail Gorbachev’s “new thinking” calls for collective
security in Asia and Europe and calls for primacy of human
interests. The deideologization of interstate relations poses
clear ideological/political challenges to the international
order—even if we do not fully grasp the implications that
these programs present.

Indeed, the fundamental purpose of Leninist doctrine is to
seize the intellectual initiative in world politics and influence
the conceptualization of an emerging world order that
Moscow cannot influence except by force—whose scope for
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use has narrowed dramatically. What 1s going on here is a
largely successful attempt by the Soviet Union to insinuate
itself into the ongoing Western security dialogue and obtain
a legitimate position. In other words, whether the cold war is
or is not dead, the global struggle for power, influence, and
resources will continue in changed circumstances, and it will
be conducted by multiple actors with their own cultural
tradition of sanctified conflict and their experience of Leninist
and other totalitarian modes of political struggle. One of the
advantages bequeathed by the Soviet Union to its clients and
emulators is precisely this method of confusing the issues
surrounding the viability of nations and states and thereby
destabilizing them. Thus, Leninist models of political and
armed struggle, including the unhinging of states by using the
nationalism issue, have become transnational. This is an
appropriate irony for an ideology that billed itself from the
outset as supranational and which is now threatened again by
nationalism as well as by Pan-Islamic calls for Muslim
self-determination and exclusivity over minorities in their
territories (Pan-Islamic here means across the areas of
Muslim majority, not the political doctrine of the same name).
Professor Bozeman has presciently fastened upon these
aspects of international conflict. In her lecture to CADRE on
17 October 1989 she observed that the concept of the state is
becoming a worn-out reference point in international
relations. Traditionally the state was a sovereign,
independent, territorially limited entity and, in Western
thought, a more or less ethnically homogenous one, as for
example England or France. One state ended where another
began. Thus the concept implied boundaries and was a
limiting one as it developed out of the works of Grotius and
the practical construction of Europe—after religion failed by
1648 to embrace all of the European world under a single
concept. Therefore the concept of the state is not particularly
relevant to non-West European experience. That includes
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Russia, which was a kind of Caesaro-papist regime onto which
Western concepts of natural law and enlightened absolutism
were grafted in the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.
An example of this tradition is not just the multiconfessional
nature of the Russian state from its inception as it manifested
its abiding imperial vocation. Equally telling is the fact that
until the revolution, Russian public law, with few exceptions,
recognized as Great Russians members of any ethnic group
that adopted Orthodox Christianity. In short, Russian
citizenship denoted a creedal, ideological conception of the
state. This notion was revived in secularized form by the
Bolsheviks after a modernizing nationalism began to erode
those ancient distinctions starting with the freeing of the serfs
in 1861.

Professor Bozeman’s lecture also noted that war, like all
human contests, is, in the final analysis, a mental and
psychological struggle in which victory goes to whomever
best understands and penetrates the enemy. In our time the
concept of war has taken on attributes that render it no longer
a military conflict. Instead we live in an era of total war,
largely, but not by any means exclusively, manifested by
so-called low-intensity conflicts. These are long-term
continuing acts of intentional violence and resistance across
the entire spectrum of conflict. These wars last for years
(e.g., the Arab-Israeli conflict, the cold war, or the
Eritrean-Ethiopian struggle, to name three widely differing
ones) and continue in both military and nonmilitary forms of
action.

Conflict, in this situation, is no different from peace; indeed
the concepts of peace and war have been turned inside out by
foreign dialecticians. Since 1775 every major internal war or
revolution has been one in which foreign intervention played,
or threatened to play, a major role as well—a fact that has led
to the erasure of the formally delimited boundaries among
states. Thus domestic and foreign origins of and participation
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in wars are not easily, if at all, separable. Nor does conflict
resolution and mediation become easier; if anything quite the
opposite. Those too go on for a long time until a solution is
reached.

As Professor Bozeman observes, increasingly, movements
claiming to be states in embryo, operating transnationally
across recognized borders, and often behind fronts or dummy
organizations, act as challengers to the state system. The
concept of the state is impaired because it is used promis-
cuously to cover new types of multinational and multi-
confessional political organizations whose leadership, as in
the Soviet case till now, has insisted that its boundaries,
internal and external, are merely provisional. Or, as was
previously the case in Eastern Europe, states acting under
conditions of externally diminished sovereignty claimed and
received full recognition of their statehood.! Therefore the
result is a system of clashing political entities all claiming the
attributes of statehood but also being incommensurate with
each other. In Bozeman’s view, this condition makes it
impossible to systematize and generalize about the inter-
national system.?

Mainly, but not exclusively in the third world, wars are
going on over decades in which continuing efforts are made
to define and then overthrow established political boundaries.
This brings about a situation of political arrangements that are
mobile, fluctuating, and susceptible to any territorial
boundary. Moreover, every one of these movements exists
“in virtue of its commitment to violence and war.”
Accordingly, as Bozeman states, the concept of international
war has also been rendered invalid; it no longer pertains solely
to interstate conflicts that are violent. Rather the term now
connotes a broad spectrum of “conflict acts” ranging from
sporadic guerrilla strikes to civil wars, wars of liberation,
secessionist movements, invasions, or insurrections, among
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others. Often foreigners are the inspirers, supporters, and
occasionally the intended beneficiaries of these conflicts.

Moreover, this interpenetration of the domestic and foreign
environments effaces altogether the conventionally accepted lines
between legitimate and illegitimate force [as well as between
legitimate and illegitimate polities], and puts in question the
theoretically established distinctions between war and peace. These
interlocking conditions support the conclusion that the state, having
forfeited important controlling functions customarily ascribed to it in
world affairs, can no longer be regarded as a reliable medium for
realistic differentiation among types of war and between the conditions
of war and peace.4

Finally the erosion of the state as the fundamental form of
political organization, alongside the acquiescence in the
coexistence of states with “antistate bodies” as equal and
legitimate actors in world politics, has led to the devaluation
of the world society of sovereign and formally equal states
and the law of nations that stipulates their rights and
obligations.” Examples of the latter events abound in today’s
world. The acquiescence of the international community in
the Anschluss, the Munich accords, and the Stalin-Hitler Pact
of 1939 signified the easy devaluation of sovereignty and the
legitimation of antistate bodies on the grounds of ideology or
national attributes. Similarly, the 1975 Zionism-Is-Racism
Resolution of the United Nations (UN) demonstrated the
renewed viability of such ideological delegitimization of
states. In short, we live in a time when the plain meaning of
our political vocabulary has been dialectically distorted to the
degree that, as in Alice in Wonderland, “words mean what I
want them to mean.” And these words have become the
context and subject of violent belligerent wars and conflicts
that show no sign of really abating—the current euphoria to
the contrary.
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Lenin’s Revolutionary Approach

Confucius demanded of the good ruler that he rectify the
language. Lenin’s entire political career testified to his belief
that politicizing the language and forcing an ideologically
driven perspective on all sociopolitical events was the rightful
modus operandi of a Marxist leader. By rearranging the
cognitive map and by means of relentless political and
military warfare he hoped to overthrow the bourgeois order,
not only in Russia, but globally. Remember that until 1985
Lenin’s successors still advocated his belief (1) that the shape
of world politics revolved around Soviet Russia’s global
struggle with imperialism, (2) that all political events (and
their definition was vastly expanded and extended) must be
viewed in this light, (3) that this struggle (war until 1956) was
fatalistically inevitable, (4) that in the period of nuclear
weaponry this struggle was diverted into political and military
struggles in the third world, and (5) that all means which
served socialism were of themselves good. In Lenin’s own
words the Communist party was the “mind, honor, and
conscience” of the contemporary world. Thus all means the
party sanctioned were ethical since they advanced socialism.

As stated, a principal means of advancing socialism was the
use of the national question to unhinge opposing states and
communities whose existence blocked the advance of Soviet
Russia. Lenin’s attitude to the question of nationality as it
pertained to questions of internal and foreign policy was
wholly instrumental. In 1915 he quoted Engels on the subject.

The whole thing (the national principle) is an absurdity, got up in a
popular dress in order to throw dust in shallow people’s eyes and to be
usgd as a convenient phrase, or to be laid aside if the occasion requires
it.
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In his theses on the national question in 1913, Lenin was even more
explicit in laying out the principles that governed subsequent
Soviet approaches to the issue.

The recognition by Social Democracy of the right of all nations to
self-determination by no means signifies negation by the Social
Democrats of an independent evaluation of the expediency of state
separation of this or that nation in each individual case. On the
contrary, Social Democrats must give just this independent appraisal,
considering how, under the conditions of developing capitalism and
oppression of the proletariat of various nations by the united
bourgeoisie of all nationalities, such that in the general tasks of
democracy and at the head of them the most important of all will be
the interests of the class struggle of the proletariat for socialism.”

More succinctly, he wrote elsewhere that “we must unite the
revolutionary struggle against capitalism with revolutionary
programs and tactics in relation to all democratic demands”
(including self-determination).® In effect the entire national
question was regarded as a combat instrument to be wielded and
deployed where a profound assessment of its political context
dictated either supporting or opposing its placement on the
international agenda.’

Moreover, Lenin and his followers were never able to shake
the idea that self-determination only applied to the proletariat
of each nation (an idea that became incarnated in the
Communist party) and not to the rest of the nation. In 1903
Lenin stated that self-determination applied only to the
proletariat and that the party must, as a rule, aspire to the
closest possible union of workers. Only in exceptional
circumstances was the party permitted to support demands for
a new class state.!” The idea that self-determination was a
class phenomenon rather than a national one was adopted by
Stalin in his report to the III Congress of Soviets in January
1918 and served as the basis upon which he carried out
Lenin’s directive to sovietize the borderlands after October
1917."
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In practice this idea denied the concept of the nation and its
substitution by a class or a vanguard party masquerading
under cover of Marxism as the embodiment of a class. Such a
concept and the attempt to conduct foreign policy by
revolutionary propaganda abroad ensured that in foreign
states or non-Russian communities the “center of gravity” of
the struggle for socialism would be the national-political
cohesion and legitimacy of the government in question. In
multiethnic or homogeneous areas, the organizational weapon
and the appeal to a domestic “fifth column” made certain that
the struggle for socialism would be a total one conducted by
all means. But given Soviet military weakness, Soviet leaders
naturally preferred all means short of war.

Under conditions where national statehood, self-deter-
mination, autonomy, or federation were viewed as tactical
instruments of war, we can readily understand how
Clausewitz fascinated Lenin and Stalin. Simply put, his
doctrines gave them a theoretical justification for extending
the definition of war to the international theater of class
struggle.'> By subjecting nationality phenomena to purely
political criteria as to whether they benefited socialism, Lenin
reduced nationality issues to the role of a tactic in this new
form of warfare. In Lenin’s 1906 work on partisan warfare he
stated that

Marxism asks that the various types of struggle be analyzed within
their historical framework. To discuss conflict outside of its historical
and concrete setting is to misunderstand elementary dialectical
materialism. At various junctures of the economic evolution, and
depending upon changing political, national, cultural, social, and other
conditions, differing types of struggle may become important and even
predominant. As a result of those (sociological) transformations,
secondary and subordinate forms of action may change their
significance. To try and answer positively or negatively the question
of whether a certain tactic is usable, without at the same time studying
the concrete conditions confronting a given moment at a precise point
of its development, would mean a complete negation of Marxism.

10
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Two immediate conclusions readily emerge from the
foregoing statements and discussion. Firstly, the call for
self-determination—the proclamation of one group or another
as the authentic bearer of the revolution—was a tactic to be
used as circumstances demanded. Secondly, the significance
of resorting to that or any other tactic—political or
military—was the aim of retaining in all circumstances a free
hand to advance in any direction deemed necessary and
possible. In other words, the legendary tactical flexibility of
the Soviet regime derives from their conceptualization of
conflict as being waged on all fronts or across the board—
whence the internal structure of the protagonists becomes the
center of gravity. The Bolshevik vision of politics as another
form of warfare endowed its practitioners with the maximum
feasible number of instruments with which to wage their
struggle even in the face of superior enemy military power.
Politically, Bolshevik acumen, determination, and
resolution backed up by propaganda and the appeal to internal
constituencies in the enemy’s “rear” made up for much of the
deficiency or blinded enemies to the real military strength of
the Soviet Union.

Having at its disposal a multitude of new and relatively
unused instruments for the conduct of political warfare, Lenin
and his successors lost no time in consolidating the concept
and deployment of those instruments. Lenin’s 1920 work on
“Left-Wing Communism an Infantile Disorder” insisted that
communist parties make use of every possible tactic and
exploit every conceivable rift in the world. Rifts occurring
within bourgeois society between political factions and
between bourgeois states—contradictions in his terms—as
well as tensions between imperialist states and their colonies
in the third world must be exploited out of ideological
conviction and practical necessity.'* Moreover, this struggle
must be joined on the world scale.

11



CONFLICT, CULTURE, AND HISTORY

Even before coming to power, Lenin had discovered the
potential for conflicts in the third world to inhibit resolute
bourgeois action if led by a Russian socialist regime. The
same result derived from the interimperialist contradiction
based on the then leading powers (Germany and England),
each of whom strove for domination of Europe. In June 1917
Lenin expressed his certainty that Germany and Britain could
not combine against bolshevism because of their own
antagonism, just as a year later he saw salvation in the Pacific
from the fact of American-Japanese rivalry there—a
penetrating insight for those times. In this same address of
June 1918 he expressed his fundamental insight concerning
the potential relationship that should inhere between
revolutionary Russia and the colonies.

The Russian Revolution, which as early as 1905 led to revolutions in
Turkey, Persia, and China, would have placed the German and British
imperialists in a very difficult position if it had begun to establish a
truly revolutionary alliance of the workers and peasants of the colonies
and semi-colonies against the despots, against the khans, for expulsion
of the Gerrlr%ans from Turkey, the British from Turkey, Persia, India,
Egypt, etc.

By 1920 in his theses to the Communist International, an
organization established to disseminate revolution and
subversion on a global scale and to bring about this
militarization of politics abroad, these insights had both
deepened and become sharper. Lenin now contended that the
pivotal point of all world politics was the struggle between
socialist Russia and the rest of the world, thereby legitimating
a Russocentric and doctrinally paranoid view of the world.
To break the enemy it was the bounden duty of all parties to
ally themselves with anti-imperial forces in the colonies even
if they were merely “bourgeois nationalists” because
objectively they spelled the doom of the capitalist order. At
the same time this alliance, founded on the sheerest
realpolitik, ultimately had to provide for the freedom of

12
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Communist parties in these countries to maneuver freely and
win control over the liberation movements taking shape there.
To achieve this end, these parties had to cooperate in the most
intimate form of union with the Soviet party around which
they were grouped and whose revolution had a general
significance (an implicit avowal of its model-building
potentialities) for all peoples.'®

The rigorous consistency of this approach to world politics
continued in the period of the new economic policy (NEP).
Soviet spokesmen since 1956 proclaim this period—when
Russia sought to reenter the state system on equal grounds
without yielding on its prerogatives—one of peaceful
coexistence. However, Lenin’s speeches on the issues of
foreign economic concessions to capitalists agree with the
previous outlook. In a major speech of 21 December 1920 on
foreign policy, he stressed that capitalists approached Russia
out of fear of their rivals and that Moscow must exploit these
contradictions and make them the cornerstone of its policies.
Moreover, the policy of economic concessions was a new kind
of war; indeed, the very existence of the capitalists constituted
an anti-Socialist war.!” Hence we see the breakdown between
the realms of international economic intercourse and
international war. It is out of this kind of thinking by a
potentially chauvinistic Russia, which saw itself conducting
a global war of liberation on all fronts, that the cold war
materialized. As early as 1915 Lenin called for transforming
the First World War into an international civil war; ever since
then, the world has experienced just that kind of strife with
episodes of conflict occurring either concurrently in many
places or sequentially. Frequently the participants in these
conflicts have resorted to or are resorting to an increasingly
wide array of means that has obliterated the distinction
between front and rear, war and peace, and nation and class.

Regarding the national question, this scenario was already
utilized during 1918-21. Not only did the Soviet regime

13
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foment revolutions abroad, it also shamelessly manipulated
sovereignty and republican borders in the Soviet state in order to
undermine Polish claims to sovereignty and territory in the wake
of Polish independence after 1919.!® Thus Wiktor Suchecki
observed that after the October Revolution, the Ukraine was
treated in a fourfold way: (1) as part of the Russian Soviet
Federated Socialist Republic (RSFSR), (2) as a state having
federal relations with the RSFSR, (3) as a state confederated
to the RSFSR, and (4) as an independent state."

The attitude that the sovereignty of any given Soviet
republic is a flexible, transitory, and malleable phe-
nomenon has persisted down to Gorbachev. This attitude
has been fundamental to the Soviet experience, which has
sought to exploit all the manifold possibilities opened up
by international law and its own ideology for the
manipulation of fictitious entities. Certainly during the
border settlements of the 1920s between Moscow and its
neighbors, Moscow sought to craft the settlements in such
a way as to incite possibilities for irredentist pressure
against Romania and Poland.? In this vein, the attempt in
1920 to substitute a rump, Polish workers government,
organized from the Polish Communists serving the Soviet
regime, and present it as an authentic Polish group became the
basis for a theoretical postulate of strategy in the international
revolution. The 1949 Historicus article commented on the
now-established Stalinist theory of foreign revolution.

Support is not confined to the boundaries of one country, [and] the
local bourgeoisie must to a considerable degree be isolated
internationally; while the proletariat receives direct or indirect support
from the proletariat of other capitalist countries and from the
proletarian state already in existence in the USSR. Hence a further
condition for successful revolution is that the balance of outside aid
for revolution as against potential outside aid for counterrevolution
must be sufficiently favorable.

This point was confirmed by an interested Western observer,
Ivo Ducachek, a former high official in the postwar

14
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Czechoslovakian government. Writing after the Soviet invasion of
1968, he observed that

for a successful revolution, the Communists must have, among other
things, a clearly favorable balance of potential outside aid. The
democratic majority must feel isolated internationally, while the
Communist minority is sure of dirgct or indirect support from Soviet
Russia or other Communist states.

Countless Soviet writers have invoked the Leninist solution
of the national question as a guide to the resolution of
fundamental international tasks and as a model of Soviet—
East European relations until 1989. Until 1985, the national
question as conceived by Lenin and Stalin was not only an
instrument for socializing Russia; it was a lever with which to
unhinge the worldwide international political order. The Leninist
conceptualization of nationality problems abroad was and
remains, in altered form, a major instrument of the continuing
global civil war that Lenin inaugurated in 1917.

Yet this was an international or civil war with a difference.
The main weapons were not those of the conventional set piece
battle or large-scale conventional war. Precisely because it is
the hallmark of Soviet thinking to introduce novel refinements
into their traditional meaning, so too has the Soviets’ practical
approach to international issues of global civil war been unlike
any previous conceptions. This is true for all the borrowing
from the tsarist state (invocation of religious and national
liberation in the Balkan Wars after 1711) or other models like
imperial Germany’s “Revoliutsionierungs Politik”—
revolutionizing policy vis-a-vis tsarist Russia in World War 1.

15
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The Conceptual Realignment of
International Politics

The totality of Soviet thinking on war since 1917 would
form a magnum opus; there are, nevertheless, significant
commonalities across time which affect Soviet thinking even
in today’s era of new thinking. These commonalities are of
interest to us mainly in the political sphere. One can already
find them in Lenin and Trotsky. Trotsky’s prerevolutionary
military writings are mainly on the revolution of 1905 and the
Balkan Wars of 1912-13. There are indications he grasped
that in such situations the center of gravity of the country is
the army’s and government’s morale and will.>> Here strikes
and incitement to revolutionary activity could neutralize or
counter the technological advantages of industrialization.

Trotsky also gave considerable thought to the problem of
revolutionary military action against the enemy. Should such
action take place, it would be a direct result of the masses’
psychological influence motivated by economic and political
considerations rather than purely military ones. Thus, the
requirement not to engage in a trial of strength with superior
forces might be overridden, and the revolutionary leadership
might not be able to choose the time and place of their action.
Indeed, reliance upon purely military actions of a guerrilla
nature might not lead to victory but rather to defeat.”* These
reflections as of 1906 did not lead out of the impasse involved
in devising revolutionary strategy then, especially as Trotsky
intuited that the revolutionary army must always be on the
offensive to keep up its morale. Under such conditions, the
resort to force became decidedly problematic.

Though Trotsky continued to believe in the superiority of
class solidarity as a morale builder, by 1913, owing to his
experience as war correspondent in the Balkans, he came to
see the success of nationalist antienemy indoctrination as a
means of mobilizing peasants. Here, too, the importance of
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morale for a modern army was crucial.”> Through this
experience he began to disdain the activity of uncontrolled
partisan groups as having merely local significance as
opposed to the effect of regular armies.”® Lenin, too, later
viewed the matter in this light. Political morale was
fundamental to military success, and precisely because
partisan groups could not be controlled adequately, Soviet
military policy had to concentrate on building up a regular
military as fast as possible. This was the source of major
convergence of causes for the creation of the political
commissar system to this day.

Trotsky and Lenin posed the dilemma of how a revolu-
tionary force contends for power at home and abroad in the
face of superior force and technology. Both men realized that
a revolutionary movement must remain on the offensive lest
its morale collapse. Moreover, the likelihood of the struggle
being a protracted one, whatever its venue, imposes on the
leadership the utmost caution before going to war. Indeed,
during the Brezhnev era, writers argued that going to war is
an invitation to a popular referendum on a regime.?’ In Soviet
terms, the political objective and goal in the resort to war is
always the fundamental defining characteristic. Thus the
brandishing of the Leninist ideological tactic with regard to
the national question allows a group or movement to believe
with perfect sincerity that it alone constitutes the real nation
fighting for its liberty and self-respect, a condition which
habitually can inspire the utmost sacrifice.

Lenin, Stalin, and their successors all insisted upon the
morale or political consciousness of the troops and the
masses—Stalin’s concept of stability of the rear—as essential
to victory. Indeed, this concept of the centrality of the political
consciousness of the troops posed the way out of the
conundrum facing Lenin and Trotsky. If the party could
maintain its morale-building and ideological leadership
capability intact, it could inspire and organize a mass
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movement that could fight a protracted war on any scale
necessary. The ideological redefinition of the universe and its
reshaping by a consciously organized vanguard, an example
of which is the approach to issues of nationality, was a force
multiplier. These related processes of thought and practice
even allowed in advance for retreats and defeats which were
visualized as having only tactical or temporary significance.

Therefore the first and fundamental question that Soviet
leaders asked themselves was, What is the political character
of the war? Similarly, the first question Soviet leaders asked
concerning a national movement or phenomenon was, What
is its political character? That character is the major criterion
for defining war and nationality issues and is the basis of the
Soviet attitude towards war. In Brezhnev’s time this outlook
had grown substantially, but its roots were the dilemmas that
faced the founding fathers of the USSR. These dilemmas were
severe ones; at the same time as the USSR declared war on
the international order, the Soviets had to fight a desperate
civil war. After winning that war, the leadership remained
convinced that it lived in the perpetual shadow of capitalist
encirclement, which could only temporarily remain peaceful.
War, which was inevitable, would be a large-scale theater
conventional war of machines where Russia was techno-
logically backward and where Stalin was deeply unconvinced
of the loyalty of his people. The lessons of Russian history
demonstrate that long wars—yvictorious and unsuccessful ones
alike—strain the social fabric to the point of revolt if not
revolution. Thus war must be avoided without giving the
appearance of weakness. Soviet options were limited since
this war was inevitable.

Diplomacy could only keep enemies off balance for a time;
it could not effect lasting solutions. Indeed, its purpose, as
stated by Soviet specialists under Stalin and after, was only a
limited one in the overall conduct of foreign policy. Every
state’s foreign policy and diplomacy were class ones.
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Accordingly, Soviet diplomacy and foreign policy were class
ones that aimed to perpetuate, strengthen, weaken, terminate,
expose, or suppress international conflicts as the situation
required.”® Foreign policy’s purpose—the protection of
Soviet security—entailed the perpetuation of conflict
everywhere else; rather than being an instrument for the
resolution or adjustment of conflicts, it was a tactic in a
never-ending struggle. For Stalin, diplomacy was
synonymous with deceit. Everywhere the term diplomacy is
mentioned in his published works, it is in a context of deceit
that he took for granted as the norm of bourgeois and Soviet
diplomacy.*’

This unfavorable “correlation of forces” facing the USSR
imposed certain requirements. Foreign policy, not just
diplomacy, had to cause trouble and stir up conflicts
everywhere but near the USSR in order to exploit imperialist
contradictions and impose an ideologically dictated
conception of the world upon foreign actors. At the same time,
the Soviet military had to be strong enough to deter outsiders
from launching a war. Thus Soviet deep-strike operational
planning in the thirties was more a doctrine of the
counteroffensive than of the offensive. In effect it stated that
if you start a war, you will be digging your own grave because
it will lead to a revolution in your own lands backed up by our
triumphant counteroffensive. During and after the interwar
time, the main political purpose of the Soviet army—for all
of its offensive, military-technical, and operational
doctrine—has been to deter outsiders from invasion and to
intimidate them.’® Even under Brezhnev, when the military
arm was most enhanced, Moscow never intervened militarily
when it thought this would lead to wider conflict. As Ken
Booth points out, if Moscow were to go to war, it would be
the result of accident, miscalculation, or direst necessity, not
rational choice.?’ That has been the case.
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The Soviet war upon the international system has been one
that deliberately avoided force against its main enemy in favor
of an attritional, low-intensity, global struggle while
simultaneously mobilizing a deterrent capability on the scale
of conventional and nuclear war. Having chosen to compete
on all fronts simultaneously, Stalin and his successors had to
maintain in perpetuity what the socialist economist Oskar
Lange called “a permanent war economy sui generis.”

Because a true détente was ruled out except for averting a
nuclear war, the assets of the Soviet state perforce had to be
deployed in a permanent state of war readiness. The highest
dictate of this state of being included the ideological creation
of a universe that could mobilize followers. By defining and
organizing a reality in its own terms, Moscow sought to hold
that vital political consciousness of its friends and subjects in
harmony with the ultimate objective that could only be
obtained through a long period of global low-intensity
conflict. Fundamental to all Stalinist thought was the notion,
derived from Lenin, that class conflict constituted the basic
force of both internal and world politics, a notion that
logically entailed a dichotomous worldview of two worlds
locked in endless struggle and that substituted class for
nation—an effect already achieved domestically in 1917-18.
Thus, on the international scale, world politics replicated the
national struggle at home. Or, to put it differently, the Soviet
“solution” to the national question at home replicated itself as
the mainspring or ideological basis from which the Soviet
state sought to achieve its international aims.

Professor Evgenii Tarle classifies the preferred method
Stalin and his successors employed until Gorbachev as a
combination of the techniques of both Fascist and Nazi
diplomacy on the one hand and bourgeois diplomacy on the
other. As Aspaturian comments, these are tactics of Stalinist
diplomacy inverted to simulate Western tactics and disguise
their original provenance:
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1. Systematic employment of lies and extortion—Fascist
and Nazi diplomacy.
2. Aggression masquerading as self-defense.
3. Aggression camouflaged by “disinterested” motives.
4. Peace propaganda employed to deceive the adversary.
5. Concluding friendship treaties for the purpose of
subverting the vigilance of the adversary.
6. Aggressive plans disguised as a struggle against
bolshevism and the USSR.
7. “Localized conflicts” disguised to facilitate the
successive elimination of victims.
8. Diplomatic exploitation of internal antagonisms in the
camp of the adversary.
9. Exploitation of national differences and conflicts of
interest in the camp of the enemy.
10. Demagogic appeal to struggle against the hegemony of
the victorious group of imperialist powers.
11. Systematic employment of threats to terrorize the
adversary.
12. The “protection” of weak states as a pretext for
aggression.32

Virtually all of these techniques not only involve the
effacing of the boundary between war and peace, they also
implicate diplomacy as a tool for aggression and demand the
ideational overturning of reality as a means towards attaining
their objective. The conspiratorial redefinition of reality and
its continuous tactical manipulation through a centralized
structure of political organization is apparent everywhere.
These techniques, combined with peace propaganda at home
and abroad, and the subvention of terrorism added after
Stalin’s death constitute the abiding hallmarks of a perpetual
low-intensity conflict. They constitute the hallmarks of such
conflicts because they avoid direct confrontation and
unremittingly pursue indirect and long-term attritional
strategies.
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The Semantics of Attritional Warfare

Recall that Lenin’s rivals accused him of launching a state
of siege within Russian social democracy. Low-intensity
conflict, the cumulative bringing to bear of a series of
political, economic, psychological, and military pressures
against first remote and then direct targets is also a state of
siege—in this case on a global scale—against “imperialism.”
In his writings, T. E. Lawrence observed the need in such
conflicts for a strategy that finds strength in weakness and
attacks the weakness in strength. Insurgencies and
revolutionary warfare embrace all means of struggle and
conflict. As a contemporary student of the LIC phenomenon
observes, the principles of insurgency are motivation or cause,
preparation for prolonged struggle, recruitment of both
popular and external support, establishment of an alternative
society, and a multifaceted strategy to undermine the enemy’s
power, authority, and morale. By the same token, counter-
insurgency’s hallmarks are will, time, and patience; initiatives
to sustain and extend popular and external support; provision
and enforcement of law; minimum resort to force; and
superior intelligence.*

Targets of communist insurgency and political warfare
have traditionally been countries short of the required
capacities to deal with those challenges, so they have to
borrow them from outside—as in Europe (1942-48) with
Anglo-American support, or in the third world with American
support, generally, or as in Malaya or Indochina (1946-54)
with the regimes presently occupying power. Moreover, by
resorting to such an indirect strategy, Communist parties
foster in Western democracies an ambiguity directly at odds
with the cultural pattern of policy-making and force upon the
West the onus of seeming aggression, thereby seeking to
preserve their own identification with defense and peace.

Despite the fact that Moscow and its satellites always have
categorically rejected the status quo until now, they always
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have maintained that they are victims of aggression.
Imperialism is condemned historically and foredoomed
simply because it exists; therefore, war is its fault. This
attitude prevails among the Soviet defense establishment to
this day, as a 1988 article by Defense Minister Dmitri Yazov
indicates. He states,

As for the wars that we have waged, they were imposed on us from the
outside by imperialist reaction. They were in defense of the socialist
fatherland. And the victories secured by the Soviet people and their
Armed Forces in these—on our side—wars of liberation were a natural
phenomenon. They were in accordance with the vital, crucial interests
of all peoples because they heralded the defeat of the forces of
aggression and militarism, restricted their potential for unleashing new
wars, and strengthened the hope of man’s final deliverance from them.
Both in their sociopolitical nature and in their worldwide historical
s gnificar%ge, they were victories for the sake of progress, for the sake
of peace.

This formulation is a direct result of the ideological mystification
indulged in since Lenin seized power in 1917. The tactic is
fundamental to waging the attritional warfare that has gone on
since 1917. A recent study of terrorism, a major tactic in such
warfare, testifies to the global expansion of this process. Donald
Hanle stresses two major concepts of Soviet warfighting, namely
the “correlation of forces” and the war of national liberation. He
quotes academician Sergeev, who points out that, for Moscow,
correlation of forces goes far beyond the bean counting beloved
by American military analysts. A state’s foreign policy potential
goes far beyond its own internal and external resources to include
the existence of reliable sociopolitical allies among other states,
“national contingents of congenial classes,” mass movements
abroad, and other worldwide political forces.*> Force, directly
applied, is conspicuously absent from this definition. Wars of
national liberation are just wars because they mandate a Soviet
requirement to help without committing to the direct application
of force.*®
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Hanle’s two concepts illuminate the manner in which
national revolutionary tactics can be raised to a global level
of “stable,” long-term, international struggle without major
war. In many cases terrorist strikes are substitutes for actions
at the operational or strategic level that are rendered both
impossible and unnecessary by the revolutions in warfare,
media, and political struggle. Additionally these tactics can
be taken over from groups that are anything but Leninist and
used successfully by them or by non-Soviet forces. The
Middle East, and fascist and Nazi foreign policies before 1939
provide many examples of this copying and refinement of
Leninist political warfare—a process which continues today,
mainly in the Middle East and Latin America.

Inasmuch as Lenin and Stalin mobilized the USSR for
perpetual wartime readiness, the USSR was admirably
situated to wage such a war. Such “Lawrencian” strategies
were relatively cost free compared to the task of keeping a
conventional military machine in readiness. The instruments
were foreign communist parties and front organizations;
financial subventions which were bearable; and the
deployment abroad of increasing but always relatively few
direct Soviet assets, weapons, technicians, KGB men (or their
institutional predecessors), Comintern armies (as in Spain,
1936-39), and small quantities of Red Army men, until
Afghanistan.

These techniques, tactics, and strategies of global political
conflict, punctured by spasmodic resorts to violence and
terror, built upon the original ideological mystifications
inherent in Leninism, particularly regarding national
questions. As the resort to terror at home and abroad declined
in gross figures after 1953, the Soviet Union expanded its
covert, intelligence, and ideological-organizational means of
warfare abroad as much as it did its conventional and strategic
military arms, which were designed to intimidate the West and
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hold it at bay. After 1945 the cold war was a war on two
fronts—a classic example of attritional warfare.

Redefining Sovereignties

In the postwar period, as in the one preceding it, Soviet
leaders and commentators resorted to the time-tested
principles of ideological warfare described above. Just as the
Soviet government confounded national issues and questions
in its own domain, so too did it exemplify the conduct of what
had to be an ideological-political and generally nonmilitary
war by its approach to those very questions in new areas. Both
recent and earlier studies of Soviet handling of these issues
illustrate the fundamental slipperiness of Soviet concepts. For
Soviet scholars under Stalin and until the advent of new
thinking under Gorbachev, the model of the emerging
“socialist commonwealth” in Eastern Europe was the model
for the new states in their internal policies regarding minority
peoples.’’

Then, as now, Soviet analysts proceeded from a class
analysis of sovereignty and related issues that turned these
nationality phenomena inside out. They derided bourgeois
concepts of sovereignty for excessively relying upon a
formal-legal concept rather than a political-legal concept.’® In
1947 Konstantinov, a Soviet jurist and analyst, observed that
“in the present historical situation of transition from
capitalism to socialism [in Eastern Europe, sovereignty] is
primarily the right of the peoples to build Socialism and
Communism.”* Sovereignty and related phenomena were
malleable concepts subject to historical revision depending on
the circumstances. The party, given its “superior” insight into
history, necessarily had the exclusive rights to revision of
these phenomena. As Jones observes, Soviet analysts divided
sovereignty into both internal and external manifestations.
Internally it meant proletarian (read party) supremacy at
home; externally it meant independence from capitalism. In
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spite of this denigration of sovereignty and substitution of
party for class and state, foreign audiences only received the
message that Soviet-type sovereignty was the only authentic
form.*?

The knowledgeable student of Soviet history will recognize
that in 1920-21 these same arguments were used to justify the
incorporation of sovereign states and unwilling republics into
the Soviet Union and were explicitly invoked by Stalin and
Ordzhonikidze. During this interwar period, Soviet scholars
formulated the doctrine justifying military intervention to
assist other socialist movements or save endangered ones.*!
By proclaiming that the USSR alone had abolished
antagonistic classes and that its sovereignty alone was popular
at the same time as the doctrine of proletarian inter-
nationalism established the superiority of the interests of
socialism—popular sovereignty—over those of national
solidarity and sovereignty, the USSR fashioned a formidable
instrument of ideological warfare. This instrument became a
blanket justification for intervention abroad by claiming that
Moscow or its clients alone represented the “democratic will
of the peoples.” After Stalin’s death, Soviet spokesmen ruled
out the possibility that true sovereignty could inhere in any
class state.*? Inasmuch as Leninism has rigorously adhered to
the notion that war and imperialism are the inherent
birthmarks of capitalist states and, therefore, the external
manifestations of class struggle, it can only be with their
extinction that socialism comes about, as well as the true
sovereignty.*’

The stress on imparting a class character to sovereignty has
allowed the USSR to adhere to a notion of its sovereignty and
rights as a state and simultaneously endorse a diminished
sovereignty and utterly transformed notion of that concept for
other states. Aspaturian cites two sharply contrasted examples
indicating the flexibility of the USSR and its effort to assume
many guises as a subject and object of international politics.
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In 1948 Stalin denounced Tito and Kardelj’s attacks on Soviet
ambassadors to Yugoslavia for seeking to foment intrigues
within the Yugoslav party and to recruit anti-Tito followers
on the grounds that they treated Soviet embassy personnel like
bourgeois ambassadors. Soviet representatives were socialist
comrades who had an international duty to discuss matters
with their Yugoslav conferees. In the sixties the Soviets
accused Chinese diplomats of doing the same thing, which
was then interpreted as a violation of Leninist norms and of
international law, despite Chinese efforts to hide behind
proletarian internationalism.** Of course, had matters become
violent the aforementioned doctrines would have protected
Soviet interests outside its legal boundaries by virtue of a
doctrine of justified extended deterrence and defense.* Or, as
a prominent Soviet jurist of the postwar period, Korovin,
stated, “A legal norm that has positive (progressive) value in
relations between capitalist states may, in a number of cases,
acquire the opposite (reactionary) character when transferred
to the relations between socialist states.” *°

It should be obvious that such ideological acrobatics
furnished Moscow with an inexhaustible repertoire of tactical
instruments for waging incessant ideological-political war
during the cold war period. Indeed, Soviet analysts made no
bones about the fact that while nuclear weapons ruled out the
inevitability of a military clash with imperialism, they only
made the ideological-political one more likely and more
intense. Peaceful coexistence accepted the danger of war and,
after 1977, even ruled out Soviet first strike in a nuclear
conflict in Brezhnev’s Tula speech, but it expressly affirmed
the necessity of carrying on the struggle by all other means
wherever possible. Thus, during the Khrushchev and
Brezhnev periods, the instruments of ideological
warfare—the KGB and the International Department (ID) of
the Central Committee as well as the fronts and agents they
manipulated—were steadily expanded in range, scope, and
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number. Further, enormous military spending brought the
USSR to at least a point of strategic parity and of conven-
tional superiority to threaten and intimidate Western forces
even as the Soviets exploited every avenue of access to
Western societies.

Although the USSR accepted an explicit mandate to wage
ideological warfare everywhere, the Soviets, nonetheless,
staunchly displayed outrage at any such effort directed against
them from the outside. The patent to this technique was theirs,
and as long as they could maintain it, they would succeed
greatly in world affairs. This foreshadowing of the Brezhnev
Doctrine was meant to convey the impression that the Soviet
bloc was off limits. The struggle was to be waged on neutral
or enemy territory, another example of the operational
offensive by nonmilitary means under the guise of a defensive
and perhaps preemptive doctrine.

This struggle—known as the cold war—may have ended
with the revolutions of 1989-90 in Eastern Europe and
Nicaragua, but it engendered the worldwide diffusion of these
techniques of ideological political warfare so that now every
insurgent group has access to them. They are no longer of
strict Soviet provenance. Also, there are reasons for
suspecting that lurking inside the new thinking of the
Gorbachev regime and its policies is much of the old
technique uneasily coexisting with a new approach to world
politics.

Some Global Implications of
the Brezhnev Doctrine

From a cursory examination of Brezhnev’s overall foreign
policies, we can see the taking up of old ideas and the
reworking of them for the purposes of prosecuting the ongoing
struggle globally. Khrushchev and Brezhnev built their
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policies around the same set of inherited principles
concerning the nation and the class as political manifestations,
the inevitability of global struggle (if not nuclear war or
intersystemic war), and the substantial upgrading of the
instruments and techniques of subversion, proxies,
intelligence, covert operations, terrorism, and so forth.

Though the Brezhnev Doctrine was the most notorious
example of the revision of sovereignty by Leninist leaders, it
was hardly created anew in 1968. Indeed, many of the
elements that went into its fabrication in 1968 emerged in
Soviet commentary about the abortive Hungarian revolution
of 1956. These statements portrayed that revolution as an
anti-Soviet act of the bourgeois class and not of the nation.
Moreover, the revolution was strongly supported and
inspired, so commentators said, from abroad; thus, it was
essentially an act of class warfare. Such commentary again
exposed the Soviet attempt to fuse for itself the idea of nation
and class inherent in Italian Fascism while denying the reality
of nationhood to its subject states. As part of this ideological
operation, the concept of proletarian and/or socialist
internationalism was reborn. This concept’s touchstones were
loyalty and fidelity to the socialist fatherland, exactly as in
Stalin’s time.*” As Jones observes,

In the aftermath of the Hungarian crisis, the Soviet theory of “socialist
international relations” was reformulated on the basis of the following
assumptions: firstly, the qualitatively superior nature of socialist
international relations; secondly, harmony, deriving from an absence
of “antagonistic contradictions” between and within socialist
countries; thirdly, the “drawing together” of socialist countries,
resulting from objective processes of development; fourth, mutual
fraternal aid, given disinterestedly and not deriving from motives of
self-interest; fifth, the beneficent role of the Soviet Union within the
camp. The enunciation of these concepts showed that, far from causing
a “retreat from ideology” bloc crises are more likely to precipitate a
shift in Soviet theory towards concepts putatively derived from
Marxist-Leninism.
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Thus, as he notes, innovations in Soviet theorizing tend to derive
from crises in the bloc which precipitate a return to earlier motifs,
form a relaxation of controls, and enlarge the space wherein public
debate may occur—both of the latter being the twin catalysts of
Gorbachev’s new thinking.

As part of the new doctrine, Soviet international lawyers
asserted that socialist internationalism, like proletarian
internationalism previously, was a higher sphere whose
precepts took precedence over the mundane precepts of
bourgeois international law. Thus concepts of political life
such as sovereignty meant entirely different things to socialist
than to nonsocialist states.”” The proclamation of the
Brezhnev Doctrine as rationalization ex post facto of the
invasion of Czechoslovakia and its defense a week later by
Gromyko at the United Nations reflected this Soviet effort to
graft ideological principles onto established juridical codes of
international conduct and transform them into something
opposite than what they were. The socialist commonwealth
became a distinct ideological and political community that
operated under its own dispensation making it immune from
normal rules of intervention and sovereignty. Socialist states,
individually and collectively, have invisible ideological
frontiers which may be violated if it is determined that
outsiders, through equally invisible means, transgress against
them. Moscow arrogated to itself the right to violate the
formal legal state sovereignty to preserve the higher
political-legal ideological sovereignty.’® In this connection
Robert Jones cites several sources which compare the
Brezhnev Doctrine to other doctrines legitimating ideological
intervention: the Holy Alliance, the Monroe Doctrine after
1900, Nazi doctrines associated with Karl Schmitt, imperial
Japanese doctrines, and others of that stripe.’! The signifi-
cance is not the fact of their comparability but the fact that
this indicates the ideological process of transplantation or
borrowing from one brand of dictatorship to the other. Just as

30



CLASS WAR ON A GLOBAL SCALE

Soviet and fascist doctrine intersected when Soviet
ideologists fused class with nation, so too did they begin a
process of ideological commingling that has continued with
the advent of third-world states whose rulers indiscriminately
amalgamate the legacies of Lenin, Stalin, Mussolini, Hitler,
and Mao for their own purposes.

The significance of the Brezhnev Doctrine is that it
constituted the ideological-political rationale for a policy
which married ideology, instruments of subversion, and direct
force in Europe, the US, and the third world. The aggressive
policies of 196782 were all undertaken in the name of that
doctrine and those that spawned as a result of the search for
means of power abroad, such as states of socialist orientation,
vanguard parties, the international mission of the Red Army
abroad, and so forth. Although today Brezhnev’s policies are
under withering attack, it is clear that the instruments he
perfected are still being used, and the ideological principles
upon which he based himself are, to some extent, only
reformulated and partially revised. They coexist uneasily with
new ideas that may well be new and, in the Soviet context,
revolutionary concerning world politics.

Under Brezhnev, an extensive superstructure was
constructed upon the foundations that had previously existed.
This “building program,” parallel with the “peace program”
enunciated at the XXIV Party Congress in 1971, comprised
many military, political, institutional, and ideological
elements that helped to permanently institutionalize a
collective security scheme for the promotion of Soviet aims
abroad (revolutionary and nonrevolutionary) and the
promotion of the instrumental infrastructure for carrying it
out. These elements were as follows:

1. An extensive and continuing buildup of tactical and
strategic nuclear weapons systems, both offensive and (in
research) defensive, to obtain parity with the United States and
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deter the US from using nuclear weapons against Moscow for
fear of equivalent retaliation.

2. An equally extensive conventional buildup and
modernization that not only sought to obtain an enduring
conventional superiority in Europe to intimidate the NATO
allies but also invested heavily in the accoutrements of power
projection in order to develop a capacity for intervention
beyond the USSR ’s security glacis. This capacity was then used
in a long-term, graduated program of increasing military
intervention abroad from 1965 to 1979.

3. A similarly extensive and unremitting buildup of both the
status and the intensity of the KGB’s role in foreign affairs. This
systematic effort entailed not only the gathering of espionage
agents and information but also gun running; triggering of
coups by covert agents of influence; manipulation of various
fronts and media abroad; the use of the International
Department of the Central Committees of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union as a constant source of contact with foreign
Communists; oversight of the satellite states’ security services
operations to gain control or train new Communist countries’
elites in security service operations; penetration of the UN and
its associated agencies; the provision of training, financial, and
arms support to terrorist groups; and the creation of a “solar
system” of organizations to camouflage Soviet involvement in
terror operations, drug running, and finally “wet affairs” (i.e.,
assassinations of enemies of the USSR including heads of state
and the Pope).

4. As a result of the isomorphic duplication by satellite
states of Soviet institutional structures, those states were called
upon to provide major logistic and institutional support along
the same lines. Cuba and East Germany particularly
distinguished themselves in the intensity and ubiquity of their
provision of soldiers or security personnel to new conquests of
socialism. In so doing they replicated the structures of the
USSR and demonstrated the fundamental continuity with their
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predecessors in the twenties who also created secret police and
party organizations within the “open” or overt organization to
exercise terror and ideological control, and to further extend
subversion and recruit covert agents for the apparat.52

5. The Brezhnev regime vastly altered Soviet aid programs
abroad to place an enormous stress on the transfer of arms to
key states and areas both by overt sales and credits and by
covert transfers—often done through terrorists or other

clandestine operations.

These were the instruments and the players depicted in
brief, and from this outline one can see the elaboration of a
global struggle of unremitting steadiness and intensity to
expand the Soviet sphere abroad. Despite the critiques of the
Brezhnev era and the new policies of the Gorbachev era
associated with the new thinking, this infrastructure has only
been tuned down in its intensity and frequency, not
fundamentally disbanded. For instance, North Korea and
Vietnam, not to mention the worldwide fronts providing cash
to the Philippine New People’s Army, actively abet the
revolution in the Philippines. The same holds true for
Nicaragua’s Sandinista front operations and support for El
Salvador’s revolution, which may be diverted with the
anti-Sandinista election outcomes there.

This strategy—-clearly an integrated one—went on despite
the sincere protest of Moscow that it was interested in and
faithful to a policy of peaceful coexistence. And by its lights,
so it was. The difference with our understanding lies in the
fact that ideas are utterly subservient to their political meaning
and context for Moscow and are thus always relativized to suit
the needs of the cause at the time. Any study of the uses or
definitions of the term “peaceful coexistence” under Brezhnev
demonstrates a wide conformity in policy-making circles of
understanding that it pertained only to nuclear and
high-intensity theater conventional warfare, not to the
advancement of socialism by all means abroad. Moreover,
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violence, if needed, was clearly sanctioned as a legitimate
instrument for attaining these goals.>

As part of the ramified network of agencies and institutions
carrying out these policies, Soviet leaders and commentators
also fashioned a series of interlocking ideological precepts
which both explained and justified these organizations’
activities. The observations on peaceful coexistence were
buttressed by the following notions:

1. It was primarily due to the Soviet Union and particularly
its rise to military power and parity with America that third-
world countries owed their independence—the mmplication
being that Moscow-centered policies and outlooks determined
events in the third world.

2. The worldwide correlation of forces was inevitably
moving towards the superiority of socialism, and imperialism
had been forced to recognize that it could not easily export
counterrevolution or compete with the USSR on military
grounds alone. Thus “the forces of peace and progress” were
gradually conquering position after position.

3. Opposing the “export of revolution,” the USSR none-
theless regarded itself as the exclusive and natural supporter in
active terms of the worldwide revolutionary process and also
resolutely opposed the export of “counterrevolution” by
imperialism.

4. Although third-world states could not become socialist
overnight, they could succeed—particularly by control through
a radicalized army—in erecting “states of socialist orientation”
and forming vanguard parties to rule in these states. These
parties and states then qualified for Soviet assistance.

5. They qualified for such assistance because of the mission
of proletarian internationalism which subsumed the Brezhnev
Doctrine of limited sovereignty and which granted the right of
intervention abroad to Moscow.

6. This right of intervention abroad to materialize
proletarian internationalism found its realization in the
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“internationalist and liberating mission” of the Soviet armed
forces. Now released from inhibitions of competing with
the US due to the attainment of parity and American
post-Vietnam demoralization, the Soviets could, when
conditions were favorable, decide a contest as in Angola and
the Horn of Africa, and seek to do so in Afghanistan.

At the foundation of all these outlooks were the funda-
mental irreconcilability of socialism with the international
status quo, the need to devise a total strategy to unhinge this
status quo even while using it for maximum advantage, the
reliance on political and ostensibly nonmilitary factors in
order to militarize world politics and domestic politics
everywhere if possible, and the re-creation of a counterreality.
This re-creation of reality along imposed ideological lines can
be glimpsed from Nicholas Podgorny’s observations in 1977
when, while surveying the lands of Southern Africa, he said
that the boundaries of Zimbabwe and South Africa were not
national ones but class boundaries. In other words, the usual
confusion of class and nation lay at the bottom of Soviet
perceptions here as well.

The power such perspectives exercised over not only
Moscow but the entire movement globally can be found in a
study done for the journal of the movement and the
International Department, World Marxist Review, con-
currently with the 1979 revolutions in Iran and Afghanistan
that sought to explain those revolutions and recommend their
successful prosecution. The authors of this study were at pains
to refute the idea that the end of formal colonial empires
rendered the need for “anti-imperialist struggle” superfluous.
The rulers of Iran, Turkey, and Afghanistan then shared a
common tendency to impose capitalism from above and
thereby to tie their countries into the world capitalist system
in an artificial, nonindigenous manner. The revolutionary
process in these countries is a blend of universal “laws” with
national peculiarities in each state.
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Among these peculiarities are national relations and
religious beliefs of the masses, which are the “new material”
of politics, the character of whose political use depends on the
stage of the revolution, the alignment of political forces, and
so forth. For example, in Afghanistan’s case, its sovereignty
was distinguished by its being independent from imperialism,
a situation stemming from its ties with the USSR, and one
materially influencing the key political actor, the army. The
authors of this study emphasized the critical importance of
bringing about a national revolutionary crisis in social and
economic life to undermine the traditional religious
consciousness of Afghanistan while also co-opting Islamic
clergy wherever possible, exactly as in the case of Soviet
Central Asia. An equal stress was laid on the nationality
question there. It was singled out as the motivating factor in
antigovernment rebellions which were—as is always the
case—stimulated from abroad. “In this situation it is of special
importance to achieve real national unity and equality, whose
institutional forms can be diverse.”>* This unity would result
from a comprehensive publishing, education, and socio-
economic policy to raise all nationalities to the same
socioeconomic level, more precisely, social engineering on a
grand, revolutionary, and coercive scale. Such policies are of
significance not only for Afghanistan but throughout the
Middle East where national issues are salient, particularly the
targets of Soviet designs: Pakistan, Iraq, Iran, Turkey, and
Israel.”’

The predictable reaction of the Afghans to such programs
was not seen officially, at this time, as the fault of Soviet
policy or that of the People’s Democratic Party of Afghanistan
(PDPA). The same concept held true for other regional
conflicts. Philip Nel identified six linked notions that
supported this ideological superstructure.
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1. Stability in the third world is artificial. Anticolonial
revolutions are historically inevitable and inherently
progressive, and therefore they merit Soviet support.

2. Wars of national liberation have a similar justification
and provenance.

3. Imperialist meddling and intervention alone are
responsible for the diversion of “the natural course” of
third-world development into wars and the stimulation of a
threatening international environment.

4. No connection exists between Soviet behavior in the
third world (or Europe) and détente.

5. Regional conflicts need not necessarily escalate into
superpower confrontations.

6. In some regional conflicts, “political solutions” are
desirable.

Since Brezhnev, all of these points have either been refuted
or come under serious attack.’® But lasting damage was done
to the world order by the Brezhnev policies described herein.
Two examples are the insurgencies continuing in Central
America and in the Philippines. These highlight the collective
security or use of surrogates to promote global revolutionary
war. In the Philippines there is mounting evidence of North
Korean, Vietnamese, and Soviet arms transfers, training,
financial subventions, expanded intelligence operations, and
massive Soviet propaganda to the area in the last five years.”’
At the same time, if one examines the revolutionary movements
in Grenada to 1983, and El Salvador’s and the Sandinistas’s
record in Nicaragua, one finds a long-standing organizational
network involving Cuba, Libya, Iran, North Korea, Vietnam,
the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), the Colombian
M-19, the Basque terrorists, Italy’s Red Brigades, the West
German Baader-Meinhof gang, the Irish Republican Army
(IRA), and even—many claim—international drug figures.
Manuel Noriega’s laundering of Cuban currency and stock-
piling of weapons in Panama may well have been tied in to

37



CONFLICT, CULTURE, AND HISTORY

this kind of activity.’® In Cuba’s case the provision of arms,
troops, and advisors—both technicians and security
services—brought about a situation in both Central America
and Africa of microdependency, to use Ali Mazrui’s term.
This microdependency of the host countries upon Cuba was
both organizational and ideological. Its explicit aim was to
further the “anti-imperialist cause.” But inasmuch as Cuba’s
constitution, in direct violation of the UN charter, calls for
open support for wars of national liberation, such a process in
effect (and Mazrui’s evaluation was a favorable one for
Africa) made Africa and Central America ideological and
international battlegrounds.” This was Castro’s—if not
Moscow’s—aim; and from 1975 to the present, the wars in
both locales decidedly fanned the flames of international
conflict. But however one cuts it, dependency remains
dependency (i.e., the undermining of national sovereignty,
exactly the point we made earlier). Confusing issues on
questions relating to national and international affairs lead
thinkers and politically influential elites to lose sight of reality
and substitute others’ terms and definitions for reality or to
whitewash what they normally condemn.

Apart from the globalization of the international state of
siege and its intensification under Brezhnev, a second major
tactic was the creation and support of an extensive terrorist
network depicted in works by Claire Sterling, Paul Henze, and
many others. For instance, Theodore Draper noted in 1981 that
the Soviet embassy in Washington confirmed that Moscow
transshipped arms to Cuba for further shipment abroad with
no restrictions on their ultimate destination.®® Similarly,
Spanish officials reported in 1980 that Gromyko told them
that Moscow would help with their terrorist problem if they
refrained from joining NATO, but Gromyko also implied that
entry into NATO might leave Spain vulnerable to more
terrorism.®! By April 1980 the Soviet ambassador to Paris,
Stepan Chervonenko, who had served as ambassador to
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Prague in 1968, warned a French audience that Moscow could
“not permit another Chile” and further stated that any country
on the globe “has the full right to choose its friends and allies,
and if it becomes necessary, to repel with them the threat
of a counterrevolution or foreign intervention.”®? Thus the
Brezhnev regime, towards the end of its life, staked a claim
to the universalization of the Brezhnev Doctrine and the
concepts of foreordained struggle and proletarian inter-
nationalism upon which it was based. From this vantage point,
one could easily foresee a global civil war—but one fought
with psychological, political, covert, and small-scale
operations characteristic of low-intensity conflicts or fought
by conventional conflicts among superpower proxies—in
other words a universal version of the state of siege introduced
by Lenin.

Leninism as Permanent Low-Intensity Conflict

A recent article on low-intensity conflict uses the work of
Alexander Atkinson and reflections on Maoist doctrines of
warfare to make the point that, in our times, war is an invasion
of the social order—what Gen J. F. C. Fuller called the
“retribalizing of warfare.” In this view the point of warfare is
the forcible effort to dissolve one social order and its moral,
social, and political foundations. If the insurgent succeeds in
tearing apart the fabric of relations upon which a society or
the society of states rests, then, in this view, violence can
serve as the midwife of a new order legitimized by military
success. Thus low-intensity conflict, applied globally,
becomes a basis for the raising of this conception of warfare
to the global level. If the ultimate goal of such warfare is the
creation of a new social order, we encounter a total war
targeted against the legitimacy and consensual basis of a
society or the international order as a whole, not just soldiers.
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Everyone is somehow drawn into this war either physically or
psychologically.®® Certainly this kind of warfare is more
analogous to the overall pattern adduced above for the
Brezhnev period than the scenarios of conventional theater
war or strategic nuclear warfare.

The importance of the moral factor so heavily stressed by
the Soviets, and now seen to be unraveling rapidly, stems from
the awareness that morale is the key to the endurance needed
to win such wars. Hence the decision to commit forces in bulk
to combat is the most dangerous one of all for a state. For such
a war to be successful, it is imperative that the populace be
convinced of the justness of the war. Should the opposite be
true for the population or the army, disaster is in the
air—witness Afghanistan. Accordingly the Soviet Union has
tried—generally, with the exception of the Brezhnev period’s
delusions of grandeur—to limit the use of its troops abroad.
As Christopher Jones points out, Soviet writers before 1975
knew that motivating the troops needed for limited wars with
the belief in its justness is inherently difficult and
problematical. With the aftermath of Afghanistan ringing in
our ears as the Soviet army undergoes its greatest internal
crisis in decades, the justness of his observation is telling.
“The military experts of the USSR come close to stating that,
in going to war, Soviet leaders run the risk of a domestic
political crisis if Soviet citizens come to view the war as an
aggressive unjust campaign.” % In Christopher Jones’s study
of the Russo-Polish War of 1920 as a case in which the Soviets
mistakenly underplayed or underassessed the political
dimension and stressed military conquest, he states the views
offered by the military historian P. V. Suslov in 1930.

What Suslov offers is a demonstration of the proposition of Soviet
military theory that war is the pursuit of specific political objectives;
that the political objectives of the war determine the moral-political
factor on both sides of the battlefield; that this factor has a great impact
on the success of military operations; that nationalism is one of the
most important components of the moral-political factor; and that
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Soviet leaders will not pursue a war that appears 0 be “unjust” if they
are worried about the stability of the home front.

The foregoing analysis indicates just how intimately
ideological revisions of national issues are bound to the sole
available Soviet strategy of limited but continuous revolu-
tionary struggle on the world scene. As the lessons and
techniques of such warfare are diffused to insurgents and
terrorists the world over, the opportunities for strikes across
borders (terrorism on the high seas or at airports) become too
temptingly easy to reject. But the oversight of such a strategy
by the USSR on a daily and global basis requires a functioning
organization of great scope and extension. Before 1943 this
role was played by the Comintern, operating in tandem with
the secret services, party, and army; since then it has been the
function of the International Department of the Central
Committee.

During the Brezhnev years, under the long-time Comintern
and ID stalwart, Boris Ponomarev, this organization built up
and monitored on a daily basis an enormous infrastructure
binding European and third-world parties, fronts, and terrorist
organizations into an apparently cohesive network. A recent
article detailing the ID’s role in the eighties notes that its
activities were so subtle, quiet, “benign,” and incremental that
they largely eluded foreign commentary.%® Apart from formal
state relations conducted through embassies, the USSR,
operating through the ID, instituted a regular and extensive
practice of party-party ties through which it could exercise
much greater supervision over parties as far away as Grenada
than it could through state channels. Often treaties of
friendship with selected third-world states provided the basis
for such regularized party-party contacts and subventions. A
veritable solar system—Comintern veteran Otto Kuusinen’s
term—of peace and front groups including doctors and rock
musicians provides another channel of influence and control.
The pervasive tendency towards isomorphic reproduction of
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Soviet-type structures found an echo here in that the Grenada
regime sought to duplicate these kinds of activities in seeking
to establish influence over Belize and Suriname, another
instance of microdependency.®’” The heavy work load led to
the increasing bureaucratization of the ID, whose mandate
was the expansion of contacts and insertion of agents, as
Stanislav Levchenko testifies from his own experience in
Japan. This fit in well with Ponomarev’s uncompromising
adherence of global class war and with the institutional regime
that evolved thereby. Thus by the time of Gorbachev’s advent
to power, a well-oiled—if over-bureaucratic—machine was at
his disposal.®® The ID, as exemplar of world revolution,
remained convinced of the power of Communist ideals and
ideology—as does Castro today, sitting in increasingly
unsplendid isolation—and missed no chance to use it to win
over, or to appear to win over, third parties.®

New Thinking and the Crisis of Leninism

In the eighties, crises due to economic and technological
stagnation, arteriosclerosis of the apparat, the costs of arms,
the technological arms race against the US and the entire
West, and the failure of the war in Afghanistan forced an
accelerated process of reassessment upon the Soviet
leadership. This reassessment, the new thinking, was forced
upon the USSR as a result of the spreading awareness that not
only was its superpower position endangered, but that its
competitive status as one of many great powers was equally
at risk. This realization, abetted by a vigorously reforming
leadership, has led to what Shakhnazarov calls “a ruthless
scuttling of dogmas.” As a result, the new thinking and the
policies associated with it since 1985 in many ways constitute
arevolutionary break with the past. But side by side with those
elements, there exist compelling traditional or unresolved
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elements that introduce a cautionary or contradictory tone into
this thinking. Moreover, as uprisings in El Salvador in
November 1989, the continuation of the war over Eritrea, the
intifadah in Israel, the Cambodian civil war, and Korean
tensions raised by the discovery of a fourth tunnel into the
Republic of Korea all indicate these techniques and policies
of revolutionary warfare are still with us. Should a reversal
occur in world politics, there are actors like Fidel Castro who
would be only too willing to revert to past practices and
policies.

Gorbachev’s policies are undoubtedly fundamentally
different and more concessionary than what was the case
before. The new thinking also lays claim to being a
revolutionary departure in policy perspectives. Several
ideational strands comprise this fabric of perspectives on
international relations.

1. Security is mutual, that is both superpowers’ security is
interdependent with each other’s. The actions of one naturally
impinge directly upon the other. Accordingly, they cannot act
in isolation from one another. Events in one sector—for
instance, the Horn of Africa—affect others.

2. Security cannot be achieved unilaterally by purely
military means. Indeed, such a course fuels the arms race and
military confrontation, which could lead to nuclear catastrophe,
to use the voguish Soviet term. Instead both superpowers must
seek to negotiate and achieve political solutions to problems
ranging from regional conflict to conventional and strategic
disarmament.

3. Regional conflicts must be resolved by purely political
means that sanctify freedom of choice for the states involved
to pursue whatever line of domestic politics they choose. The
process by which these conflicts must come to an end is
renamed a “balance of interests,” which means that all the
combatants and regional powers affected by conflict in their
area must jointly participate in the process of bringing about
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solutions. Equally importantly, arms transfers and foreign
intervention in these conflicts must be ruled out. The UN and
its component agencies can play important roles in the conflict
resolution process. These conflicts are seen as dangerous
because they could lead to exacerbation of superpower tensions
across the board as they did a decade and more ago.

4. All states must enjoy freedom of choice—the Soviet
term—in choosing their form of government free of outside
intervention.

5. The processes of conflict resolution and intensified
dialogue must be buttressed by a deideologization of foreign
relations which sees the other side’s interests as legitimate ones
that merit consideration and serious dialogue. This
deideologization entails a rethinking of peaceful coexistence,
which is now altered (or so it is claimed) from previous
understandings of the term that saw no difference between

-———classes and states in this regard and which also saw détente as
furthering class struggle abroad.

6. The process should culminate in a system of universal or
comprehensive security, including economic security from
foreign intervention, joint cooperation, a strengthened UN,
total nuclear disarmament, and greater authority for
international legal agencies.

7. Underpinning the entire conception is not only the
realization of the changed nature of superpower security
outlined in paragraphs 1 and 2, but also an awareness of the
primacy of the human interest in peace, which transcends that
of the class struggle and obliges the USSR to wage a struggle
for peace and take a responsible stance for the common interest
of all peoples.70

Much of this perspective is a radical departure from past
rhetoric. Firstly, no longer is class struggle transposed from
internal politics of states to nations, as in Stalin’s case.”’
Secondly, no longer is the world fatalistically divided into a
struggle based on ideology between two camps. Collaboration
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with the United States expands to include a broader agenda
than simply averting nuclear war. Not only 1s reconciliation
with the US and the West possible, for many it is positively
indicated and necessary. Some analysts like Kortunov go so
far as to see the US and USSR as natural partners—his term.
Others like Georgii and Aleksei Arbatov also endorse a more
collaborative approach to the US ranging from issues of
ecology to strategic weapons programs.’? This series of views
did not originate magically with Gorbachev. They were
already present among analysts’ writing during Brezhnev’s
and Andropov’s tenure in the less prominent journals where
they might elude careful scrutiny by the powers that be. The
ideas of economic interdependence and the need to
collaborate with the United States to shape a new global order
antedate 1985."

Even so, these ideas came into play as the USSR faced a
conjuncture of a profound socioeconomic and moral crisis at
home, not to mention an inability to sustain its great-power
role in military-technological competition or the ideological
one. Indeed, one of the reasons for the new thinking is
precisely the need to find a new means by which to manage
the terms of ideological debate with the West. Hamann and
his interlocutor, Evgeni Novikov, observe that the need to find
a language in which to address the West forced this reversion
to new thinking which appropriates terms from Western
writers, radicals and nonradicals alike.”* Soviet military-
political commentators agree that the unprecedented threat the
USSR faced at the time and the dead end to which previous
policies had led forced a revision of the USSR’s political
thinking.” Indeed, by 1988, Soviet writers were penning
apocalyptic essays stating that it was the last chance for the
USSR to remain a great power, not a superpower, if they
adopted the new spiritual and intellectual perspectives
associated with perestroika.’® Today the signs of a real
decline in Soviet international power are evident everywhere
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and acknowledged—a fact which underlies the concessionary
basis of Gorbachev’s policy in Europe.

Nonetheless the points outlined as being the essential ones
of new thinking do not validate many of the techniques and
policies of the past. Calls for overall denuclearization, claims
that Soviet military doctrine is defensive, calls for a common
European home, and so forth are all ideas that go back to
Brezhnev’s time. Indeed, many of the same commentators as
then are the ones promoting such goals today. In many cases
their mission is just the same as before: disinformation and/or
propaganda, telling the West what it wants to hear. Thus,
despite calls for denuclearization, the Soviet nuclear arsenal
and strategic systems are being modernized and improved;
and the same is true of their navy and air forces. Although the
ground forces are being reduced numerically, the intention is
to upgrade their actual quality and striking power by use of
new technologies and automated systems.

The KGB abroad has not been clipped, although its
orientation towards technological espionage evidently has
been reinforced. The Soviet security service still takes an
active role in spreading disinformation through active
measures and forgeries. Drug running and arms transfers to
third-world clients, though down in some cases, are up in
others—Cambodia and Afghanistan. What does seem to be the
case in policy terms is retrenchment and retreat, as Kortunov
and Izyumov put it, to prepared defensive positions.”’

Novikov observes that the cardinal tenet in practice of the
policy of new thinking is to seek rapprochement with
influential elites everywhere regardless of their ideology.’”®
The ideas and practices of the new thinking exhibit the
intention to put forth an ideological program and insinuate it
into the public debate to advance rather traditional goals. This
becomes clear when one examines the words of the leaders of
Soviet foreign policy. Foreign Minister Shevarnadze
explicitly unlinked peaceful coexistence from class struggle
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in his speech to the July 1988 Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
Class struggles constitute the stuff of domestic politics; but
they must not rule interstate politics, which is based on
searches for common ground—overall human interests.
Although this contrasts sharply with Ligachev’s call for
continuing the class-based foreign policy, over 20 years ago
Brezhnev observed that the struggle for peace had moved to
the forefront of the struggle for socialism.”” Both Yakovlev
and Gorbachev intimate that they see themselves as purveyors
of an ideological program that is in a state of contest with the
West. Gorbachev, at his Sorbonne speech in July 1989,
charged that socialism still had to contend with the misplaced
bourgeois belief that socialism was no more than a mistake
whose time had come. Instead, while disclaiming an effort to
reinterpret history, Gorbachev states that the West even
borrowed ideas and concepts from bolshevism to better fight
against it.®° Yakovlev also charged that the West is seeking to
insinuate the destruction of socialism—a charge that he
refuses to believe. He points to Western social welfare
practices as being borrowed from socialism.®’

This line of argument indicates a consciousness of
ideological struggle precisely because it seeks to evade the
real issue of democracy versus totalitarian dictatorship.
Moreover, the social welfare reforms of the West preceded the
October Revolution and far surpass what the USSR offers its
citizens in terms of quality of life. Henry Trofimenko, in a
recent article, develops this line and exclaims that Marx’s
- thought, untainted by Stalinism, is an integral part of the
liberal tradition much as the thought of such Russian thinkers
as Herzen, Tolstoy, Dostoevskii, Berdyayev, and so on.®? The
factis that none of these men were liberals, and all had nothing
but scorn and derision for liberalism—and Trofimenko knows
it. Trofimenko and both Arbatovs have, like many others,
adapted their line to the instructions of the hour and to the task
of talking to Westerners in their own language. The message
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is that ideological conflict should be superseded and that all
peoples should adopt the new version of peaceful coexistence
which rests on the universal acknowledgment of the
superiority of general human interests. Similarly, both the
Reagan and Brezhnev doctrines should be abandoned, with
strict freedom of choice for all peoples being implemented.3?

These recommendations and those of many other
commentators indicate that new thinking aims to advance
many of the same interests as before: a Soviet point of view
and Soviet-imposed regimes in the third world. Soviet aid to
its clients in Cambodia, Afghanistan, and Angola has grown
steadily in the last five years. Deputy Foreign Minister
. Pyadyshev recently commented to a roundtable of Soviet and
American former officials that the key to resolving these
regional conflicts is the removal of the foreign element (which
does not mean removal of foreign party-party relations) and
implementation of the made-in-Moscow formula of national
reconciliation governments.?*

Were the aforementioned sources not evidence enough of
an ideological struggle, the fact that Gorbachev and his coterie
are so active in engaging the foreign and Soviet media with
accounts of new thinking should lead one to suspect that we
have a strongly intellectualized approach to political struggle.
The relentless attack of Soviet writers against the ideas
associated with nuclear deterrence as well as their critique of
the Brezhnev era’s policies as ideologically unsound should
alert us to the tremendous appeal of an attractive, realistic,
and Western-sounding program. Indeed, much of the
outpouring of argumentation on the part of Soviet military
intellectuals and civilian analysts represents an officially
sponsored effort to manage the terms of doctrinal debate better
than in the seventies when the offensiveness of Soviet
doctrine was used against Soviet interests.5’
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Conclusions

The language of freedom of choice in the new thinking has
a Western ring to it. But essentially it is an effort to get the
West to sign onto a principle that is solidly established in
Soviet thought about its national interests, namely that its
sovereignty will not be diminished by outside intervention or
pressure. Thus while the Soviets desperately seek Western aid
and material assistance, the USSR still demands a sanction to
do as it pleases and deceive the world about its actions—as in
Lithuania, where it is ostensibly refraining from the “use of
force.” ® Whereas one might point to the Soviet decision to
renounce its empire in the course of the revolutions of 1989
in Eastern Europe as evidence of a revolution, it is enough to
observe that though the changes are real in Soviet foreign
policy, there is much evidence for suspecting that this restraint
was a calculated strategy. After all, Gorbachev played a major
role in Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Poland, East Germany, and
Hungary in facilitating change or undermining the old regime,
a fact which inclines one to see Soviet policy as a deliberate
strategy there. By the same token, the exhaustion of Leninist
ideas about foreign relations and the export of revolution
coincides with the open bankruptcy of the internal approach
to the national question. Thus the dialectics of both sides
of this question have dropped away—as in Lithuania—to
reveal a struggle framed linguistically not by assertions of
proletarian internationalism but by the more traditional
language of power and sovereignty. Despite the exhaustion
of Leninism as an inspiration in Europe, the prevalence of
these techniques of revolution, terrorism, and flouting of
traditional norms of international law has migrated to
third-world revolutionaries and regimes and has been
solidly assimilated into their native traditions.

Though the Marxist-Leninist spirit has departed, its
techniques and operational code have passed into history and
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thus are available to all who wish to utilize them, a factor
which explains the continued intensity of the struggle in
El Salvador (until last year), Cambodia, Angola, and
Afghanistan, as well as the many conflicts in the Near and
Middle East. Analysts who foresee continuing resort to
low-intensity conflict in the third world as the distinct form
of combat in this decade or worry about higher-intensity
forms of warfare among powerfully armed third-world
states have reason to be concerned for the future. In
international affairs, the main thrust of Leninism was to
impose a regime of total war on Russia as a means of
putting the non-Socialist world under a permanent
condition of a “state of siege.” So, too, these potentially
belligerent states reject a Western-derived order and
impose quasi-Leninist systems of rule upon their peoples
in order to remain highly militant and belligerent regimes.
In many ways many of these states are in a permanent state
of war against their own and other peoples. This condition
is not likely to end soon as nationalist and ethnoreligious
disputes probably will intensify during this decade.

It would be a great dialectical irony if a doctrine of war and
technique of rule whose avowed aim was internationalism
becomes the textbook for concurrent conflicts of a funda-
mentally nationalist basis. But such a turn of events would
reflect nothing more than the fusion of class with nation
imminent in the October Revolution’s “theology” and Stalin’s
practice. Even in the USSR these techniques of struggle are
now harnessed to a system whose leader talks in terms of
permanent national interests, not internationalist ones. In any
case, the damage is done and probably irreversible given the
conceptual confusion and short attention span of Western
societies. No consensus on international order exists or is
likely to exist soon. Even the idea of such an order resting on
shared values seems quixotic for all the talk of new thinking.
While the Leninist virus is dying out, its newer strains are
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already on the scene, and the continuing inability to uproot it
from the third world or even potentially from Eastern Europe
suggests a continuing invasion of the Western order by alien
germs.

Though one chapter is closing on Russian and Soviet
approaches to conflict, there is no guarantee that another is
not opening. Its potential, in tandem with what is developing
in the third world, does not necessarily inspire confidence. If
LIC is the wave of the future and Moscow still supports its
clients strongly and arms others, then gentlemen may cry
peace, but there is no peace. There are only intermittent truces
in a long night of rising and ebbing conflict. The USSR may
well retreat from center stage as a sponsor of global conflict,
but the drama goes on with other actors. Conflicts and the
states of siege they involve may become more localized and
less global in scope, but they will be much more intense and
stubbornly rooted affairs than previously. Indeed, they may
even spread to the soil of the USSR itself; and the outbreak of
ethnoreligious and national conflict whose roots are centuries
deep, in a land of 25,000 nuclear warheads, portends
something far more terrible than a state of siege.
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At no time since the end of the Second World War have the
basic presuppositions governing the East-West conflict been as
seriously questioned as at the present. For the Western
democracies, peace has always been a normative category of
global political existence. For the socialist countries of the
Eastern bloc, on the other hand, revolutionary war provided
the conceptual basic for the systematic expansion of the
Marxist-Leninist political and economic world order. For a
half century these presuppositions have shaped the policy-
making of the American and Soviet states, and both have used
conventional armed forces as a principal instrument of policy
implementation.

In the autumn of 1989, Marxism-Leninism began to crumble
in Eastern Europe.